ED 373 396

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
CONTRACT
NOTE

PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCu MENT RESUME

EA 025 991

Dwyer, David C.; And Others

Understanding the Principal's Contribution to
Instruction: Seven Principals, Seven Stories. Case
{#4: Grace Lancaster, Principal of an Urban Junior
High School. ' :

Far West Lab. for Educational Research and
Development, San Francisco, CA. Instructional
Management Program.

Office of Educational Research and lmprovement (ED),
Washington, DC.

Nov 85

400-83-0003

117p.; Prepared under the '"Instructional Management
Program". For Volume 1 ("Methodology") and the other
case studies, see EA 025 987-994.

Reports — Research/Technical (143)

MFO1/PCO5 Plus Postage.

*Administrator Role; "Behavior Patterns; Beliefs;
Case Studies; *Communication (Thought Transfer);
Early Adolescents; Educational Environment;
Ethnography; *Instructional Leadership; Interpersonal
Competence; Junior High Schools; Leadership Styles;
*Principals; Qualitative Research; Teacher
Administrator Relationship; *Urban Schools; Values;
Work Environment

*California (San Francisco Bay Area)

This case study presents findings from a year-long

ethnographic study of an urban junior high school principal. It
concludes one of seven studies conducted in elementary and
intermediate schools in urban, suburban, and rural settings to
investigate the instructional management role of principals. Although
previous research offers disparate viewpoints about the potency of
principals as instructional leaders and managers, this series finds
that principals can significantly alter their schools' instructional
systems and students’ sccial and academic experiences. Using
observations of principals' activities and interviews with students
and staff, the seemingly chaotic behavior of principals may be
construed as purposive. Activities compose nine categories (goal
setting and planning; monitoring; evaluating; communicating;
scheduling, allocating resources, and organizing; staffing; modeling;
governing; and filling in). The purposes or targets behind
principals' activities include work structure, staff relations,
student relations, safety and order, plant and equipment, community
relations, institutional relations, and institutional ethos.
Principal Grace Lancaster's routine behaviors involved communicating;
scheduling, allocating resources, and organizing; monitoring; and.
governing. Lancaster's primary target was work structure. Teachers
perceived her as a supportive and effective intermediary with the
district bureaucracy. Lancaster used her nonauthoritarian leadership
style to create a safe, pleasant environment for staff and students,
which allowed them opportunities to make choices. (Contains 64
references.) (MLH)




Instructiona
Management
Program

ED 373 396

Understanding the Principal’s Contribution to Instruction:
Seven Principals, Seven Stories

Case #4: Grace Lancaster,
Principal of an
Urban Junior High School

David C. Dwyer
Ginny V. Lee
Bruce G. Barnett
Nikola N. Fiiby
Brian Rowan

November 1985 BEST COP

U S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OM«p 21 Taucalionst Research and Improvament
EQUCATIONAL RESQURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC}
This dotument has been reproduced 83 i
‘e eryed tram the person Or organization
argnateg |
{" Minor changes have been made to Impiove
reprodurlion quanly

N
o
o
X
Q
N

‘(w FAR WEST LABORATORY

FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
N FOUSOM S IREE T SANERANCISCO CATIFORNIASGI03 - (@170 505 300

& Ponisol view or oprnions slated inthis decu
ment 4o nOt necessarnly represent othcal
OF Rt position or policy

| §




UNDERSTANDING THE PRINCIPAL'S CONTRIBUTION TO INSTRUCTION:
SEVEN PRINCIPALS, SEVEN STORIES

Case #4:

Grace Lancaster,

Principal of an Urban Junior High School

David C. Dwyer
Ginny V. Lee
Bruce G. Barnett
Nikola N. Filby
Brian Rowan




This report was supported by a contract from the Nationa)
Institute of Education, Department of Education, under Contract
No. 400-83-0003. The contents of this report do not necessarily
reflect the views or policies of the Department of Education or
the National Institute of Education.




ABSTRACT

This case study presents the findings from a yearlong,
ethnographic study of a principal of an urban junior high school.
It concludes one of a series of studies in elementary and
intermediate schools in urban, suburban, and rural settings

undertaken to investigate the instructional management role of
principals.

Although previous research offers disparate views about the
potency of principals as instructional leaders and managers, this
series of studies has found that principals can significantly
alter the instructional systems of their schools and thereby the
social and educative experiences of students.

Through hundreds of hours of observation of principals’
activities and through interviews with students, teachers, and
principals about the antecedents and consequences of principals’
activities, we have construed principals’ seemingly chaotic
behavior as purposive action. Patterns emerge in the analysis of
principals’ routine actions that reveal their importance for the
creation and maintenance of instructional climates and

organizations that are responsive to an array of contextual
factors.
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FOREWORD

In the past decade public educators have had
to learn how to cope with three kinds of
scarcity: pupils, money, and public
confidence. Of the three shortages perhaps
the most unsettling has been the decline in
confidence in a profession that for so Tong
had millennial aspirations of service to the
nation. (Tyack & Hansot, 1984, p. 33)

Those of us who care about and watch our schools cannot help
but notice that the buildings and the students have changed. We
need only listen to the experiences that our children report
nightly arcund the dinner table in order to conclud-, not always
happily, that things are different today. The med . report
violence in the schools, poor student achievement, and
disappointing facts about the preparation and performance of
teachers. And recently, a panel of educational leaders,
appointed in 1981 by Secretary of Education Bell, concluded that
our schools have deteriorated t such an extent that "our nation
is a§ risk" (National Commis. = on Excellence in Education,
1983).

Into this troubled arena--into its very center--the school
principal has been thrust by those who have studied "effective"
schools (e.g., Armor et al., 1976; Brookover & Lezotte, 1977;
Venezky & Winfield, 1979; Weber, 1971; Wynne, 1981). These
researchers have successfully resurrected an old maxim:
effective principal, effective school. Some proponents of this
work have been very explicit about their faith in the capacity of
the school principal. One supporter has asserted that:

One of the most tangible and indispensable
characteristics of effective schools is strong
administrative leadership, without which the
disparate elements of good schooling can
neither be brought together nor kept together.
(Edmonds, 1979, p. 32)

Thus, school principals find themselves in the spotlight,

expected to shoulder successfully the awesome responsibility of
school reform.




Is this a fair expectation? While the effective-school
researchers have stressed the importance of the principal in the
process of school improvement, other investigators have argued
that the work of principals is varied, fragmented, and little
concerned with the improvement of instruction (Peterson, 1978;
Pitner, 1982; Sproull, 1979). Similarly, our own reviews of the
effective-schools research have recommended caution about its
conclusions (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, & Lee, 1982; Rowan, Bossert,
& Dwyer, 1983). And at the very time that these scholars are
proclaiming the potency of the principal as an instructional
leader, principals themselves report decreases in their power and
autonomy as school Teaders. Schou. administrators claim to make
fewer decisions regarding instruction at the building level and
they express feelings of isolation (Goldhammer, 1971). And as
the theoretical debate continues, principals are being held
accountable for students’ academic performance and achievement
scores. In some instances, parent groups are demanding the
removal of principals who lead schools where children perform
below expectations on standardized achievement tests.

The Instructional Management Program of the Far West
Laboratory for Educational Research and Development was created
to examine critically the role of the principal in the
development and execution of successful instructional programs.
We began our work by questioning the common assertions of the
effective-schools research. For example, as a basic query, we
asked: If successful principals are those who create schools
where the climate is safe and orderly, where basic skills are
emphasized, where teachers hold high expectations for their
students, and where instructional programs are tied closely to
carefully monitored objectives, what do principals do to
institute and maintain those conditions?

We began our effort to address this question with a careful
review of an array of educational and organizational literatures.
Subsequently, we suggested a theoretical model that related
individual and contextual variables to the behavior of
principals, and we speculated about how those behaviors might
influence the instructional organization and social climate of a

school and, in turn, affect student outcomes (see Bossert et al.,
1982).

Guided by our theoretical conception, we then spoke with 32
principals from the San Francisco Bay Area about their work.
These long, open-ended interviews produced a wealth of
information about the principals’ own perceptions of how their
behavior as instructional leaders or managers was influenced by
their communities, districts, and personal histories. These men
and women described their schools’ climates and instructional
organizations and discussed their efforts to shape the form and
the content of instruction and to color the ambience of their
schools. From these preliminary forays into the worlds of schcol
administrators, we received a very strong impression: Principals
work under diverse conditions and pressures, and they pursue
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solutions that affect instruction and student achievement in many
different ways.

For us, the public’s demand for the improvement of schools
and instruction, the ongoing argument about the principal’s role,
and the promise we saw in the principals’ own views about their
activities merited an intensive effort to work with principals in
th <r schocls. As collaborators, we wanted to gain a realistic
understanding of their role and of the limits of their
responsibility in attaining more effective schools.

Probing the Workaday World of Principals

As a first step in achieving such an understanding, we
invited five of the 32 principals whom we had interviewed to join
us in an eight-week pilot study. Our purpose was to observe
principals in action, validating their spoken stories on the one
hand and gaining direct knowledge of their activities on the
other. The five principals represented Blacks and Whites of both
sexes from schools with diverse student populations, differing
socioeconomic contexts, and varied approaches to instructional
management. As we studied these principals, we were able to
field-test our primary data-gathering procedures--the shadow and
the reflective interview--which were to allow us access to the
personal meanings that principals attached to their actions (the
design and results of this pilot study are fully discussed in
Five Principals in Action: Perspectives on Instructional
Management, Owyer, Lee, Rowan, & Bossert, 1983). Our intent
during this phase of our program’s work was to listen to how
principals described both their role in instruction and the
conditions and events shaping that role.

After the pilot phase, we contacted 12 more principals, this
time selected from urban, suburban, and rural schools, to help us
extend our understanding of instructional leadership and
management through a yearlong study of their activities. These
individuals had all been nominated as successful principals by
their superiors. They varied by gender, age, ethnicity, and
experience. Their schools ran the gamut from rural to urban,
small to Targe, poor to rich, traditional to innovative. For
hundreds of hours we watched the activities of these principals,
Tooking for the consequences of their -actions for teachers and
students throughout their schools. (See the companion volume,
Methodology, for a thorough treatment of participant selection,
data-gathering procedures, and analysis of data).

A Potent Role in Instructional Management

As we watched our experienced principals perform their daily
activities, we also witnessed the uncertain environments with
which they coped. We saw that the decreases in the number of
students, financial resources, and public confidence to which
Tyack and Hansot refer did have an effect on schools. .n
addition, we documented demographic shifts that moved students in
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and out of schools at alarming rates; court actions that had
administrators, board members, and teachers looking over their
shoulders; and a changing political climate that affected the
very conception of what schooling might be. A1l of these were
significant factors in the schools in which we worked. The
reality is that educators work in shifting environments that are
difficult to predict. Further, there is no reason to be]ieve
that the conditions contributing to this uncertainty will
disappear.

Against this backdrop, the importance of the principal’s role
and the Timitations principals face became apparent. Figure 1
(see page v) illustrates the principal’s key position, bridging
context and school, policy and program, means and ends. The
principal’s importance emerges from that position. He or she has
the greatest access to the wishes and needs of district leaders,
parents and community members, school staff, and students. With
experience and training, he or she has the best opportunity to
formulate an image of schooling that is relevant and responsive
to those groups and to begin to bring that image into being. We
believe that this is exactly what our principals were about:
Through routine activities they attempted to bring to 1ife their
overarching visions, while at the same time monitoring their
systems to keep these visions relevant.

Our principals demonstrated their abilities to tap the wishes
and resources of their communities and districts. We observed
their capacities to be sensitive to the needs of their students
and staffs. But what we found most impressive was their ability
to create and sustain an image of what quality schooling might
be. Through all of the uncertainty and conflict that
characterized their envirorments, these principals worked to
instill their visions in their staffs and patrons, defining a
mission in which all might participate. We believe that this may
be their most potent role.

Seven Principals, Seven Stories

From our yearlong study of the activities of principals in
their schools, we have prepared seven case studies. Fach study
portrays how the principal is influenced by his or her context.
Each study also describes how the principal set about improving
or maintaining the instructional program in his or her school.
Together, the studies demonstrate the complexities and subtleties
of the principal’s role. This series contains the stories of:

1. tmma Winston, Principal of an Inner-City
Elementary School;

2. Frances Hedges, Principal of an Urban
Elemencary School;

3. Ray Murdock, Principal of a Rural
Elementary School;
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4. Grace lLancaster, Principal of an Urban
Junior High School;

5. Jonathan Rolf, Principal of a Suburban
Elementary School;

6. Florence Barnhart, Principal of an Inner-
City Junior High Scho>l;

7. Louis Wilkens, Principal of a Suburban
Elementary School.

These principals were chosen because of their outstanding
reputations and their willingness and their staffs’ willingness
to work for a year under the close scrutiny of our field workers.
We were abie to learn about instructional leadership and
management from each of them, although their contributions to
instruction differed markedly. Some were directly involved with
setting the conditions of instruction--that is, working with
their staffs to define and coordinate the what, when, where, and
how of instruction. The contributions of others were more
circuitous or behind the scenes. From those principals, we were
able to understand better how some principals can set the
conditions for instruction, providing school environments that
are supportive of teachers’ work and students’ Tearning.

It is important to note, however, that none of these
principals is a superhero. Each man and woman made significant
contributions in the context of his or her own school, but each
carried the foibles and idiosyncrasies that in some form burden
us all. Each struggled with the day-to-day realities of his or
her own limitations--personal and contextual. The stories will
elicit strong feelings within their readers about the relative
merit of thece principals’ actions. Readers will compare one
prinzipal to another and, more importantly, to themselves. And
therein lies the relevance of these studies.

These cases are not presented as models for others to
emulate; on the contrary, they are intended to stimulate personal
reflection and to illustrate several lessons that we learned from

the hundreds of hours we spent with these men and women and from
our own comparisons of their work:

1. Successful principals act with purpose. They have
2n image in mind of the "good" school and of a way to
make their school more like that image. They use this
overarching perspective as a guide for their actions.

2. Successful principals have a multi-faceted image of
schools. They recognize that schools comprise many
interrelated social and technical elements--from
community concerns and district mandates to
student/staff relations and instructional strategies.
Successful principals stand at the vortex of these

12




somet imes competing elements, balancing and guiding
their organizations toward their goals.

3. Successful principals use routine behaviors to
progress incrementally toward their goals. Principals
are busy people doing many things simultaneously. They
design their routines te achieve their purposes. They
work smarter, not harder.

4. The IMP Framework, as it has evolved through the
field work, illustrates these conclusions about
successful principals. This framework, shown in Figure
1, provides a useful heuristic device to help people
understand the role of the principal.

5. All principals engage in the same kinds of behaviow.
The verbs listed in the "routine behaviors" box of
Figure 1 were common to all the principals studied.
Furthermore, these routine behaviors were used with
similar frequency. Communication accounted for the
Targest proportion of each principal’s actions.

6. The form and function of principals’ routine
behaviors varies to suit their contexts and purposes.
Despite the similarity in the categories and frequency
of principals’ routine behaviors, the variation in their
actions becomes apparent when principals are observed at
work in their schools. The case studies illustrate this
principle in detail, leading to the premise that there
is no single image or simple formula for successful
instructional leadership.

We believe that researchers, practicing p* ncipals, and educators
planning futures in school administration will find these volumes
provocative.

Although the cases portray seven unique stories, we have
chosen to structure them along parallel Tines to encourage
readers to compare and contrast contextual antecedents,
principals’ actions, and consequences across them. FEach will
begin with an orientation to the setting, which describes the
school, community, patrons, school staff, and principal. The
introduction concludes with a narrative of a day in the life of
the principal, enlivening the descriptive information about the
school by illustrating how the principal deals with typical
situations in his/her setting.

The second section of each study begins by delineating the
social and academic goals held by the principal and staff in the
school, then describes the elements of the instructional climate
and instructional organization that have been created to
accomplish those goais. Throughout this section, the role of the
principal is underscored by the words of teachers and students
from the setting, by the principal’s own words, and by the
observations of the field researcher assigned to the school.

13
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The final section of each study analyzes the principal’s
activities, drawing information from the descriptive sections to
build and support models that explain the direct and indirect
strategies and actions employed by the principals to affect
instruction in their schools.

One last note: We are aware of the long-standing debate
about whether principals are best described as middle-level
managers, coordinating people, materials, and time to meet their
institutions’ goals, or whether principals are best construed as
leaders, wearing the lenses of their own experiences and values,
sharing their visions of means and ends, and enlisting support to
accomplish their goals. From our experiences with principals, we
do not feel that the leader/manager distinction helps us better
understand their work. We saw our principals act sometimes Tike
leaders, sometimes 1ike managers; many times, however, we could
attribute either role to their actions. Reflecting the
overlapping nature of these role distinctions in the day-to-day
actions of principals, we use the words interchangeably
throughout these studies.
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AN INTRODUCTION TO THE SETTING AND ITS ACTORS

An Overview

The first section of this study attempts to give the reader a
general impression of Emerson Junior High School and its context.
We believe that this narrative introduction is necessary if the
reader is to understand fully the description and analysis of the
instructional system presented in the subsequent section of the
study. The introduction itself begins with an account of the
physical aspects of the school and the surrounding community.
This account is followed by a description of the school’s parents
and students. Next, the general characteristics of the school’s
teachers are delineated. The focus then turns to the school’s
principal, telling in brief her history, her educational
philosophy, and her thoughts about the role of a principal.
Having shaded in these broader contours, we subsequently take the
reader through a day in the 1ife of the principal, recounting in

as much detail as possible what she encountered during a typical
day at school.

The School and Its Context

Overcrowding was common at Emerson Junior High School, one of
14 intermediate schools in the urban district of Waverly, which
enrolled almost 50,000 students. The school occupied an entire
block in a mostly residential area of this industrial city.
Bordering the school on three sides were modest single-family
homes. Several more residences, a couple of abandoned
storefronts, a dry-cleaning establishment, and a church faced it
from across a narrow avenue, which was constricted further by the
many cars parked along the curb (SO, 6/28/83, p. 1).* Usually,
traffic flowed slowly but steadily along this street, but on
rainy days, parents attempting to pick up students after school
had to contend with genuine traffic jams (FN, 9/21/82, p. 19).

*Throughout these sections, the reader will encounter
parenthetic notations describing the type of data cited, the date
of collection, and the page number of the record from which the
quotation was taken. The abbreviations used to identify the data
types are: FN for field notes; SO for summary observations; TI
for tape-recorded interviews; I for interviews that were not
transcribed verbatim; I0I for Instructional Organization
Instrument; SDI for School Description Instrument; SFI for School
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The main building of the Emerson complex was originally an
elementary school and dated back to 1913. An annex was added in
1927, and both of these were renovated in 1939 to meet safety
standards. In 1961, ten years after Emerson became a junior high
school, two classroom annexes, a gymnasium, and a suite of
industrial arts classrooms were added to the site (SDI, 1982, p.
2, FN, 9/9/82, p. 23). Later, six additional "portable"
classrooms were built behind one of the classroom annexes,
completing the Emerson complex. Except for these six units, the
other buildings clustered around a central patio area where the
students congregated at lunchtime. A half dozen trees, each
surrounded by benches, shaded portions of the otherwise
blacktopped patio. Four picnic tables, two of them painted in
bright red, white, and blue designs, provided additional seating
(S0, 6/28/83, p. 2).

Like the patio, the school’s playing fields were also
blacktopped. One field, nearest the portables and other
classrooms, contained basketball hoops and standards. The other,
adjacent to the gymnasium, was used for track, baseball, and
football games (FN, 9/13/82, p. 11). A tall, slightly rusted
chain link fence with several gates enclosed the fields.

Although Emerson’s administrators adhered to the district’s
closed campus policy for junior high schools, they allowed these
gates to remain unlocked during school hours (FN, 9/13/82, p. 4;
SO, 6/28/83, p. 2).

Inside the school, differences in the design of the
classrooms and hallways attested to Emerson’s many expansions
over the years. Dented grey metal lockers protruded from the
walls of the high-ceilinged corridors in the main building.
Decorative wood moldings ran along the walls about seven feet
above the floor. In some places, panes of glass above the
moldings allowed 1light from the classrooms to illuminate the
corridor. The classrooms in this part of the building had wooden
floors and very large, wood-framed windows. By contrast,
corridors in the newer annexes had low ceilings, ceramic tile
walls, and flush-mounted beige lockers. Classrooms in these
annexes were built in more contemporary styles and included
meta]-f;amed windows and fluorescent tube 1ights (S0, 6/28/83,
pp. 3-7).

Even with the annexes, Emerson’s plant was too small for the
number of students it served. The lack of space affected the
organization of the school in a multitude of ways. For example,
nearly all of Emerson’s teachers shared their classrooms, and

Features Inventory; and Doc. for documents that were produced
within the broad instructional system in which each school was
embedded. (For fuirther explanation of these varied data, see
the companion volume, Methodoloqy.) For example, a quotation
taken from an interview on October 8, 1982, would be followed by
the note: (TI, 10/8/82, p. 34).
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most were not able to use their rooms during their conference
periods. Indeed, several teachers had no space to call "home"
and were required to migrate from room to room as often as five
times during the day (SO, 5/19/83, p. 1). The library, too, was
so crowded that the Tibrarian had adopted the practice of issuing
numbered tickets to 35 students eact morning, allowing them to
use the facility comfortably during the noon period (FN, 9/9/82,
p. 24). The main office was no exception. Staff members using
the copying and thermofax machines, students seeking help with
problems, and parents arriving for conferences or meetings often
found themselves in traffic jams.

Despite the crowded conditions, Emerson enjoyed a strong,
positive reputation within its own attendance area and within the
Waverly district as a wiole. The district’s open-enrolIment
policy allowed 30 students from outside Emerson’s attendance area
to enroll each year. About 225 applications for those 30
openings were received for the 1982-83 school year (FN, 9/9/82,
p. 1). Emerson’s principal reported that one elementary school
teacher encouraged his students to apply to Emerson by driving
them to the school to obtain the necessary application forms (FN,
10/5/82, p. 18). Another indication of the school’s reputation
was that two nearby colleges regularly placed their education
students at Emerson to practice teaching in an urban setting (TI,
9/9/82, p. 26). The principal reported that, despite the demands
of this urban setting, these novices "always prefer[red] the
experience at Emerson” to their subsequent semester of practice
in suburban schoels (FN, 9/9/82, p. 22).

Emerson’s Students and Parents

Although many of Emerson’s 1,200 students seemed only as
mature as elementary school children, others were well on the way
to adulthood. Some of the boys sported mustaches, and some of
the girls were mature enough to be mistaken for staff members.
One of the assistant principals said that occasionally she had to
reprimand girls dressed inappropriately. She laughingly
described a student’s attempt to persuade her that a thigh-length
sweat shirt should be considered a dress (FN, 9/29/82, p. 6).
Some of the students required pregnancy counseling (FN, 9/29/82,
p. 16), and others, as indicated by a 15-year-old girl who was
already the mother of two, required parenting skills (SO,
9/13/82, p. 15).

During the 1982-83 school year, the racial and ethnic
composition of Emerson’s student body was 42.2% Black, 30.7%
Asian, 18.6% White, 5% Spanish-surnamed, and 3.5% other (see
Figure 2 and SDI, 1983, p. 2). About 20% of these students 1ived
in comfortable homes supported by professional parents. Others
dwelled in public housing (FN, 9/9/82, p. 23). The district’s
evaluation report for Emerson indicated that, during 1981-82,
17.8% of the school’s families were recipients of Aid to Families




with Dependent Children (AFDC). This figure was considerably
below the district average of 41.8% for the same year (Doc.,
n.d., p. 1).
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Figure 2: Student Ethnicity at Emerson

One teacher remarked that the social or economic status of
students was independent of race (I, 5/2/83, p. 8).
Nevertheless, ethnicity was a strong bond among students. On the
patio during lunch, students tended to eat with others from the
same race or ethnic group (FN, 9/29/82, p. 13). Two instructors
reported clashes between native born, 1imited-English speaking
Asian students and foreign born, non-English speaking Asian
students. These teachers also commen:ed on tensions between
Asian youths and the school’s Black students, saying that some
Asian students were afraid to be tutored in English by Black
peers (I, 6/10/83, p. 6).

Two assistant principals spent most of their time supervising
and disciplining students. One of them reported that in one
month 12 disciplinary incidents were serious enough to require
resolution at district-level meetings (I, 6/14/83, p. 4). At the
same time, however, Emerson’s administrators and teachers agreed
that the majority of the school’s children were "good kids" when
compared to the district population as a whole (SO, 9/8/82, p. 6;
S0, 9/9/82, p. 43).

As indicated by the May 1982 Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills (CTBS), Emerson’s ninth-grade students ranked nationally
at the 56 n percentile in reading, the 65th percentile in
mathematic., and the 60th percentile in language. The eighth-
grade students scored at the 59th, 62nd, and 57th percentiles for
the same three categories. Seventh graders were at the 56th,
62nd, and 54th percentiles (Doc., n.d., pp. 5-7)
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Every spring, seventh-grade students also participated in the
district’s Basic Competencies Assessment Program. These tests
measured how well students had mastered specific learning
objectives. A student demonstrated mastery by answering
correctly 70% or more of the questions. Test results in the
spring of 1982 showed that 95% of Emerson’s seventh graders had
mastered reading, 95% had mastered written expression, and 96%
had mastered mathematics for their grade level. Corresponding
scores for the district as a whole were 77%, 76%, and 74% (Doc.,
n.d., p. 8).

One could not, however, generalize about student attitudes
toward academics at Emerson. There were students who came to
school early to study computer skills (FN, 2/24/83, p. 3) or to
check their algebra homework (I, 5/6/83, p. 8). Some used their
Tunch hour and time after school to catch up on missed work (I,
5/2/83, p. 8). But others frequently missed classes or failed to
complete assignments. Each year some eighth and ninth graders
were retained for having earned insufficient credits. Teachers
estimated that perhaps as many as 10% of the students in the
class of 1982 were retained (SFI, 5/17/83, p. 5; SFI, 5/24/83, p.
5).

Emerson’s administrators and staff actively sought to build
and maintain positive relations with parents in the community.
They welcomed visits from parents of sixth graders who were
interested in coming to Emerson. Some parents (typically the
more affluent ones who were considering private school for their
children) requested, and were granted, guided tours; most parents
had their questions answered by the principal (TI, 9/9/82, p. 11;
FN, 2/24/83, pp. 1-5). In addition, Emerson’s PTA provided a
forum for parents to discuss issues and learn more about the
school. A particulariy active parent group within the PTA
sponsored parent "rap" groups and various entertainments
throughout the year (FN, 9/9/82, p. 8).

Parent involvement at the school did not, however, extend
into classrooms (SFI, 4/26/83, p. 6; SFI, 5/2/83, p. 6; SFI,
5/12/83, p. 6; SFI, 5/20/83, p. 6). One teacher mentirned that
in the past, when Emerson emphasized individualized instruction,
parent volunteers did work as instructional aides. But because
the school no Tonger stressed this method, in-class parent
participation had diminished. Parents did, however, continue to
support teachers by supervising students and by providing
transportation for school field trips (TI, 4/25/83, p. 6).
Parents also participated in a program called "Rap Up," which was
headed by a parent of former Emerson students. This program
offered students an opportunity to discuss their concerns and
problems with other students in groups moderated by adult

Teaders. "Rap Up" had been in operation at Emerson for 10 years
(FN, 9/29/82, p. 15).

Through these activities, parents had come to understand and
appreciate Emerson’s program and staff. The principal, Grace
Lancaster, mentioned that parents often reported that the school
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had helped their youngsters (FN, 9/8/82, p. 9). One parent
demonstrated her appreciation by donating $50 to help support the
school’s music program (SO, 6/9/83, p. 3). Summing up the
relationship between the school and its parents, Principal
Lancaster said, "Our parents are supportive, because most of them
like our school. We’ve built up a reputation over the years"
(T1, 9/9/82, p. 11).

Emerson’s Staff

During the 1982-83 year, Emerson employed 50 teachers. Five
of these taught in the special education program and 45 were in
the regular program. Of the 50, three (one special education and
two regular) were half-time teachers. The group was 72% White
and 64% female (I0OI, 3/30/83, Part ITI). Two assistant
principals, four counselors, a Tibrarian, and a school nurse
provided support for the teaching staff.
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Figure 3: Years of Teaching Experience
of Emerson's Staff

Emerson’s teaching staff was, by and large, an experienced
one. Two teachers were in their first year, and only 16% of the
teachers had fewer than three years of teaching experience.
Twenty-four percent had 7 to 10 years of experience; 54% had
taught for over 10 years. Information was unavailable for two
teachers or 6% of the total (see Figure 3 above). Of the 39
teachers with seven or more years of experience, 21 had been at
Emerson for seven or more years. Two math teachers had spent all
of their professional careers (21 and 24 years) at the school,
and another member of that department had been at Emerson for 32
of his 33 years in teaching. Each of the four counselers had at
least four years of experience at the school. The librarian was
in her sixth year at Emerson, and the nurse had worked there for
11 years (I0I, 3/30/83, Part I1I).
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Emerson’s teachers were, on the whole, tolerant and
supportive of each other. One teacher compared Emerson to a
school in which she had previously taught by noting that teachers
at Emerson were less inclined to speak negatively or critically
about each other (SO, 5/24/83, p. 3). Another teacher commended
the willingness of his colleagues to accommodate a variety of
ideas about how schools and classrooms should operate (SO,
6/16/83, p. 8).

Several parties, held annually, provided opportunities for
staff members to socialize with each other. For example, the
entire staff, including classified personnel, celebrated
Christmas and the end of the school year with parties. Each
party had its own traditions: a grab-bag type gift exchange at
Christmas; a square dance in June. On both occasions,
individuals volunteered to bring food, and participants eagerly
anticipated certain traditional favorites (SO, 12/17/82, pp. 1-
11; SO, 6/16/83, pp. 7-8). Besides these major events, there
were also periodic group lunches and potluck dinners planned
around seasonal or ethnic themes.

While most of Emerson’s staff regularly participated in
social activities, a number of individuals on the staff were not
integrated into this network. Some of these avoided the faculty
lunchroom/Tounge, and others chose not to attend parties. Many
of these teachers were regarded by other staff members as
complainers, grouches, or lazybones. However, some of these
isolated individuals held responsible positions in the school’s
formal organization. For example, one teacher who was described
by the principal, fellow teachers, and the secretaries as a
difficult, dictatorial person was chair of a curricular
department (FN, 10/7/82, p. 25).

Almost all of the teachers, however, spoke highly of Grace
Lancaster, Emerson’s principal. Some described her as
"supportive," "accessible," "humane," "not nitpicky," and a
“strong leader but flexible" (TI, 4/25/83, pp. 8-9; TI, 4/26/83,
p. 5 TI, 5/2/83, p. 9; TI, 5/19/83, p. 6). According to others,
she "trust[ed] the teachers," and "want[ed] *he best for the
students here" (TI, 5/12/83, pp. 4-5; TI. ~ 7/83, p. 11).

When asked about the principal’s goals for the school, one
basic skills teacher answered by quoting one of Lancaster’s
favorite phrases, "Something for everyone" (TI, 4/25/83, p. 8).
Others agreed that the principal’s primary objective was to
maintain a variety of classes and activities for the youngsters
attending Emerson. Teachers supported her in this effort, in
part because they found her commitment to a strong elective
program unusual. An industrial arts teacher said:

She wants the electives here. I’ve talked to
people who are in other junior highs where
the principal had actively tried to get rid

of shops and art. . . . I think she wants this
overall educational [experience] where kids
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have a large selection. 1 mean, how many
junior highs in Waverly offer German, French,
and Spanish? . ., . And then we have art, we
have metal, we have shop, we have home ec.,
we have other electives. (TI, 5/7/83, p. 15)

The vocal music instructor indicated that Lancaster’s support of
electives was extremely generous:

She allows me practically anything I ask her
for. . . . She really knocks herself out to
get the physical kinds of things that I need.

. . She allows me to take the kids off
campus to perform, and sometimes she gets flak
for that because they miss other people’s
classes. And yet, she feels that the kids
are getting enough of a benefit doing that,
that it’s worthwhile missing classes. (71,
5/12/83, pp. 4-5)

In general, despite the inconvenience of working under
crowded conditions and with dwindling resources, most teachers
spoke positively of their students, perceived their
administrators as supportive, and derived personal satisfaction
from their work. Many of them credited their satisfaction to
their principal, calling her "the best I’ve had" (TI, 5/24/83,
pp. 4-5).

Emerson’s Principal

Grace Lancaster, Emerson’s principal for the past 12 years,
had spent virtually all of her professional years in education in
the Waverly School District. In 1953, with three years of
teaching and substituting experience behind her, she began her
career with the district as a teacher of business education at
Waverly High. After three years, the principal there asked her
to assume some counseling responsibilities, and from 1956 to
1959, she was a teacher-counselor. During this period, she was
encouraged to work on an administrative credential. In 1959, she
became vice-principal at Del Prado Junior High School where she
remained for four years. She returned to Waverly High as vice-
principal for another four years. 1In 1967, she was sent to
Stonefield High as vice-principal and dean of girls. Finally, in
1971, she was appointed principal at Emerson Junior High
following a community screening process and final selection by
superintendent William Randall (TI, 3/17/82, pp. 2-4).

A lively 63, Grace Lancaster attended to the day-to-day
details of Emerson’s operation with a great deal of zest. She
spent much of the day in the corridors, on the patio, in the
siudents’ cafeteria, and in front of the building talking to
teachers, parents, and students. As she listened to the concerns
of members of her school community, she often tilted her head to
one side and placed a hand on the other person’s arm to give him
her full attention. She stressed the importance of these
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informal encounters by saying, "You have toc be available and you
have to be visible . . . and approachable" (TI, 9/9/82, p. 29).
In fact, in her view, schools were "service oriented"
institutions in which "people are the most important" (TI,
9/9/82, p. 32).

Consequently, she was concerned with all manner of students’
and teachers’ problems. It was common for her to help a student
locate a lost item (FN, 10/7/82, p. 4), learn how to work the
combination on a locker (FN, 9/20/82, pp. 2, 13; FN, 9/29/82, p.
15), decide about a program change (FN, 9/21/82, p. 19; FN,
10/7/82, p. 24), or write a speech for some occasion (T1, 6/8/83,
p. 3). When dealing with disciplinary problems, she was unlikely
to “throw the book" at a student; instead, she attempted to Took
below the surface of the unacceptable behavior by inquiring, "Why
did you do that?" Her goal was not to excuse problem behavior
but to understand the circumstances contributing to it and, if
possible, to treat the problem at its source (FN, 10/7/82, p.
26) .

Similarly, she believed that to work successfully with staff
members she had to be flexible. Sometimes this meant permitting
them to take care of personal business during lunch or conference
hours (FN, 10/7/82, p. 1), or excusing them from staff meetings
because of unavoidable personal conflicts (TI, 5/24/83, p. 4).
She even drew up the master schedule of classes with conference
hours arranged to accommodate teachers’ family responsibilities
or other personal needs (SO, 10/7/82, p. 51).

Because she did take the time to attend to seemingly minor
issues as they arose, and because there were approximately 1,300
persons in her school every day, the demands on Grace lancaster’s
attention and time were innumerable. Virtually no conversation
with Lancaster occurred in a totally private setting, and
interruptions by parents, students, and other teachers were
common. According to Lancaster, this state of affairs required
that she "be able to accomplish three things at once" (TI,
9/9/82, p. 29).

Emerson’s teachers found it necessary to adjust to
Lancaster’s constant flurry of activity. One teacher said that
Lancaster had an attention span of about "one minute" and that
"if you need to bring a matter to her attention, you had better
do it within the first minute of the conversation or you wouldn’t
get the chance" (FN, 9/9/82, pp. 6-7). However, despite having
to accommodate Lancaster’s hectic pace, most felt that she
"listen[ed] "to everybody" (TI, 5/17/83, p. 16) and, more
significantly, that she remembered details of incidents and
conversations with remarkable accuracy, sometimes jotting notes
in shorthand to stimulate her recall (SO, 6/9/83, p. 1).

In addition to her emphasis on providing a variety of
activities and classes for students, Lancaster was adamant about
having a staff that could "relate" to students (T1, 3/17/82, p.
13). For Lancaster, the personal interaction between teacher and
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student was the backbone of a positive educational experience.
She felt that personalized attention not only helped improve
academic performance, but that it improved performance in the
personal sphere as well. To this end, she sought staff members
who could appreciate and address the special needs and concerns
of adolescents. She encouraged her staff to use a variety of
activities and materials in their daily teaching. She also
expected teachers to provide direct instruction in their lessons,
and she frowned upon excessive use of seatwork (TI, 3/17/82, p.
20). One teacher summarized the outcome of Grace Lancaster’s

approach to education in terms of the experience of students at
Emerson:

When the kids pass out of here . . . they have
had their humanness enhanced because of the
contact with her and the effect that she’s had
[on them] through the teachers, too. (TI,
4/25/83, p. 9)

A Day in the Life of Grace Lancaster

Principal Grace Lancaster had developed a style of management
that, in her opinion, brought to 1ife her vision of what a school
should be within the context of Emerson Junior High School and
the industrial city that it served. Some of the salient features
of that context were: an ethnically diverse student population,
a crowded facility, a lack of resources, and an experienced
teaching staff. This section presents a typical day for
Lancaster at Emerson as seen through the eyes of an observer who
attempted to record only those incidents directly involving the
principal. The "day" as it appears here is in reality a
composite, made up of segments drawn from several different days.
The incidents, however, are representative and create a vivid and
accurate impression of life at Emerson. This close-up view
describes Lancaster’s interactions with students, staff, and
parents, and it also illustrates how political, demographic, and
financial factors influenced the actions of Emerson’s principal.

Every morning before classes began at Emerson Junior High
School, the main office was a flurry of activity. A1l of the
school’s 50 teachers passed through the office to pick up keys
and mail; substitutes dropped in to determine their assignments;
and new staff members attempted to accustom themselves to their
new surroundings. Overseeing all of these activities was
Emerson’s principal, Grace Lancaster. Standing behind the
counter in her two-piece dress, Lancaster conveyed a sense of
being in command. As she observed the comings and goings, she
also filled out assignment sheets for substitutes, answered staff
members’ questions, and because it was still early in the school
year, oriented new staff members to school routines. This
morning, a new science teacher questioned Lancaster about
supervisory responsibilities, and Lancaster briefly described the
school’s policies, concluding her description by saying, "Any
little help is appreciated."
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Yet, despite all the demands on Lancaster’s attention, her
style was personable rather than businessiike. She made it a
point to greet each of her teachers, and she even took the time
to hold brief conversations with some of them. She smiled as she
inquired about their families, and while she talked, she placed
one hand on her listener’s arm, creating a momentary bond amid
all the surrounding bustle. Her interactions with staff on this
morning were typical: She received information from teachers,
reminded them of meetings, heard their stories, and told them any
news. She also loaned her keys to a student teacher, Becky
Johnson, so that the young woman could unlock a campus gate and
store her motorbike in a safe place off the city streets.

At 8:30, with 15 minutes remaining before the start of first
period, Lancaster Teft the main office to help supervise students
as they went to their classes. She assisted several students who
were having problems opening their lockers, and she coached one
seventh grader through the various turns and stops of the
combination Yock until he succeeded in opening the dented metal
door himself. On the lower level of the main building, Lancaster
stopped in the girls’ rest room to tell four girls that they
would be Tate for class if they didn’t hurry.

As she was about to go out onto the grounds, Lancaster was
called back to the main office by a signal of two rings on the
school’s bell system. 1In the office, one of the two secretaries
informed her that the substitute for an absent teacher had not
yet arrived. Lancaster then asked an English teacher standing
nearby who had a first-period conference hour if she could help
cover the class. The teacher said that she would be available in
a few minutes. In the meantime, Lancaster hurried to the
classroom, unlocked it, let the children in, and began to Took
through the absent teacher’s lesson plan so that she could start
the students on their lesson. As she was Tooking for the
necessary materials, the English teacher arrived. Together with
a student, the two women searched the cupboards. When they
failed to find what they needed, Lancaster left the English

teacher in charge and headed for a social studies classroom to
borrow some materials.

On her way to this teacher’s classroom, Lancaster stopped to
talk with a student who had a toothache and was going to the
nurse’s office. The nurse was not on campus that day, so
Lancaster questioned the girl about the severity of the problem
and directed her to her counselor. She then continued to another
classroom annex where she borrowed some maps. By the time she
returned to the class, the substitute had arrived. Lancaster
gave the substitute the materials she had borrowed and proceeded
to distribute worksheets to the students while giving them verbal
instructions for completing the assignment. At 9:15,
approximately halfway through first period, the students were
finally at work and Lancaster returned to the main office.

In the main office, Lancaster met the journalism teacher,
Helen Young, who was upset because her Journalism class had been
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combined with her creative writing class as a result of low
enrollment in both. She complained to Lancaster that this
arrangement was too much for her to handle and did not provide
the students with the best learning opportunities. When
Lancaster pointed out that the overall increased enrollment at
Emerson this year made it difficult to justify small classes,
Young’s reply was, "You’re telling me my class will stay like
this for the rest of the year." With a hint of frustration in
her voice, Lancaster replied that she didn’t see how Young could
say that. She went on to add that the final distribution of
students to classes had to be settled soon, according to the
teachers’ contract, at which time they would know if they could
separate Young’s groups into two sections. She suggested that
Young might make the combination work by having the journalism
students work on the literature magazine. Young countered by
saying that the journalism students expected to put out a school
paper as they had last year. She left the office complaining
about the Tack of support by the English department for school
publications.

The ninth-grade counselor and the testing counselor had come
into the main office during Lancaster’s exchange with Helen
Young. Lancaster now spoke with each of them in turn. She
described the teacher’s problem to the ninth-grade counselor,
several of whose students would be affected by any changes in
Young’s schedule. Then she advised the testing counselor of her
latest efforts to obtain a bilingual aide for testing the English
skills of new students.

At the beginning of second period, Lancaster looked in on an
overcrowded bilingual math class. This was one of several
classes in which the enroliment had reached 60 students or more.
Substitutes were being provided by the district on a weekly basis
as a temporary remedy until a final determination could be made
about the size of Emerson’s teaching staff for the year. Because
of the overcrowding, Lancaster checked these classes on a regular
basis to assist where needed and to demonstrate to the regular
teacher that she was aware of the problem.

The teacher in the bilingual classroom had divided the
students into two groups, one of which would go with the
substitute to another room to work. Lancaster hurried to a
classroom annex to unlock the room that the substitute would use.
The principal then remained in the hall outside the room to

direct stragglers and to remind these students not to disturb
other classes.

When Lancaster returned to the main office shortly after 10
o’clock, she was told by Jim Lambert, one of her two assistant
principals, that a seventh grader had chipped a tooth during a
fight. The boy was now in Lambert’s office writing out his
version of the incident, and Lambert asked Lancaster if she would
mind going down to the attendance office for the boy’s
registration card. As she was about to leave the main office to
get the requested card, Lancaster met two new student teachers.
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She stopped to ask how they were doing and to have them fill out
emergency information cards. She then completed her errand to
the attendance office and took the information back to Lambert’s
office, where the boy was telling Lambert about the fight. When
Lancaster entered the room, the student asked her to leave while
he told his story because he was going to have to use some bad
language, and he didn’t want her to hear it. Lancaster closed
the door behind her as she moved from Lambert’s office to the
adjoining main office. There she smothered her Taughter and told
the two school secretaries what the student had said.

At 10:15, Lancaster received a phone call from the district
office concerning the availability of aides to do bilingual
testing. The caller wanted to know if she needed a Filipino
aide. Lancaster asked the caller to hold while she checked with
her testing counselor, who informed her that there were three new
Filipino students enrolled at Emerson who needed testing.
Lancaster relayed the information and added that she hoped the
aide could test other students as well. She rolled her eyes and
shook her head as she tried to persuade the caller to give her a
firm date on which the aide would show up. At the end of the
call, the matter was still unresolved.

When Lancaster emerged from her office a few minutes after
this call, one of the secretaries told her that the head of the
secondary division at the central office wanted all secondary
school principals to bring their up-to-date enrollment lists to
the district office immediately. The secretary was clearly
annoyed by the message, but Lancaster simply gave her
instructions for duplicating the necessary documents. While
these materials were being put together for her, Lancaster
checked another of her overcrowded classes, this one in English
as a Second Language (ESL). Once again, she helped a substitute
move half of the group to another classroom and waited until the
teacher had the students settled and working before she left.

The return trip to her office took Lancaster past the
counseling offices where she stopped to inform the testing
counselor of the outcome of her conversation with the person from
the district office about the Filipino aide. Back in her office,
she took another call from the central office in regard to some
Japanese educators who would be visiting the district the
following month. Emerson was one of four schools that they had
been invited to tour. The caller informed Lancaster that there
would be 30 visitors and that they would be at the school all
day. Lancaster asked some questions about Junch arrangements and
explained the problem of having such a large number of visitors
when some of the classes were overflowing with students. She
agreed to send the caller a copy of the school’s bell schedule
and concluded by saying, "Fine, we’1l wait for the details and
hope there aren’t any fights while they’re here."

At 10:40, after informing her two assistant principals of her
departure, Lancaster was ready to take the enrollment Tists to
the district office. On her way out the front door, she paused
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to help break up a scuffle among three girls in the main
corridor. Within a minute or two, the students involved had been
taken into the offices of the two assistant principals and the
onlookers had been dispersed. The main corridor was quiet again
as Lancaster left the building.

It took Lancaster about 40 minutes to complete the trip
downtown. About half of the time was spent in the district
office building where she commiserated with other principals who
had been drawn away from their buildings by this request. She
also tried to see the assistant superintendent for secondary
schools, a man with whom she had worked for a number of years, to
inform him of a child custody situation involving students at her
school. Failing to make contact with him, Lancaster explained

the situation to his secretary and left with her a thick envelope
of documents concerning the case.

When Lancaster returned to Emerson just before the start of
Tunch hour, a secretary had a suspension notice ready for her to
sign. Although most disciplinary matters were handled by the

assistant principals, all suspension notices had to be signed by
Lancaster herself. She read this one and signed it.

Lancaster then used the few minutes before lunch to make a
phone call to the central office to try to straighten out the
matter of bilingual aides for the school. She told the secretary
there that she wanted someone to "lean on" the director in order
to get his approval for assigning to Emerson aides who could
speak Chinese and Vietnamese. She explained to the secretary
that the assistant superintendent had been to the school himself
and had seen the classes. She repeated her name and spelled out
the name of the school for the secretary.

At 11:30, Lancaster was ready to supervise the cafeteria
during the students’ Tunch hour. Before leaving her office,
however, she handled a special request from a youngster who was
Tooking for a place where he could study to make up some work he
had missed. Lancaster explained to him that he could have used
the library to study during lunch hour if he had obtained one of
the 35 available "admission tickets" that morning. Since he had
not done that, she asked if he wanted to use her office. He did,
and Lancaster grinned and shrugged at the secretaries as she
directed him to a table there.

In the Tunchroom, Lancaster relieved one of the campus
supervisors, who then went outside to supervise the patio. This
left Lancaster and Esther Buckley, the other assistant principal,
to oversee severai hundred students. Llancaster stood near the
rear of the room where she could observe all the tables. As she
scanned the room for signs of disorder, she also chatted briefly
with Buckley. Several times, she used her police whistle to stop
students who had left trash on the floor, had not emptied their

trays before depositing them on the stack, or had started to run
out of the cafeteria. A
34
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About halfway through the lunch hour when the cafeteria was
nearly empty of students, Lancaster moved outside to the patio
where students generally congregated after eating. On the patio,
‘ancaster reminded students to keep the picnic tables clean,
spoke with youngsters about injuries, and reprimanded a couple
who had been embracing each other for inappropriate public
behavior. She walked to the playing fields to make sure that the
assigned teachers were on duty. Along the way, she paused and
greeted many students by name.

As Lancaster returned to the patio area, one of her
industrial arts teachers approached her about the possibility of
obtaining some adult aides for his art class. He explained that
he had been assigned a number of students from special education
programs who would benefit from individualized attention.
l.ancaster informed him that this year the district was funding
aides for limited-English speaking students only, and she asked
whether he had any such youngsters in this class. When he

replied in the affirmative, she said she would try to get him the
requested help.

While they talked, the bell ending Tunch hour rang, and the
students dispersed. Before returning to her office, Lancaster,
along with one of the campus superviscrs, spent a few minutes
picking up the trash that students had left on one of the picnic
tables. Then, inside the building, she made a detour past the
library to see how the ESL substitute was managing with the group
of students assigned to her from another overcrowded class. As
Lancaster was leaving the library, the campus supervisor
approached her with Kelly, one of the students who had been
eating at the messy picnic table. Lancaster asked Kelly if she
could do anything about helping to keep that table cleaned up;
Kelly protested that her friends had made the mess. Lancaster

asked her to see if she could influence those people to do a
better job.

In the main office, Lancaster met Becky Johnson, one of
Emerson’s student teachers, whose motorbike had been vandalized
hy some students the week before. Johnson had come to deliver a
note thanking Lancaster for her help following the incident.
Lancaster took Johnson into her office and explained that she had
told her professional sovority about the situation. As she spoke
with Johnson, Lancaster fumbled in her purse, and finally she
withdrew a piece of paper. She handed it to Johnson and said
that her sorority sisters "asked me to give you this $50 check."
Johnson thanked her over and over saying, "Oh, this is really
going to help. This is twice as much money as I have saved away
now. I really appreciate this." After giving Lancaster a big
hug and telling her that she would be happy to help with

chaperoning or supervising, the young woman left with a big smile
on her face.

Esther Buckley then entered Lancaster’s office with two girls
in tow. One of them, Debbie, explained that she had gone home
for lunch and had run into her friend Jennifer, who was visiting
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from Washington. Debbie wanted to know if Jennifer could go to
her afternoon classes with her. Her request was put forth in a
pleading tone that suggested, "If you do this for me, I won’t ask
for anything else." Lancaster first questioned Debbie about her
afternoon schedule. She then asked her why she had left campus
without permission during Tunch, which was not allowed at
Emerson. She also wanted to know what Jennifer was doing in town
all alone, where she would be staying, and how she had gotten
here. Finally, she asked directly whether Jennifer was a
runaway. The girl swore she was not, that she was supposed to be
staying with her aunt. Lancaster asked for the phone number and,
a couple of minutes later, repeated the request to check the
girl’s truthfulness. During the afternoon, Lancaster would try
the number several times, unsuccessfully. In the meantime,
Lancaster decided that Jennifer should go to her aunt’s house and
wait there for her aunt. Debbie should go to her classes. The
girls could see each other after school.

Since it was now almost one o’clock, Lancaster decided to
retrieve her lunch from the refrigerator in the women’s Tounge
down the hall. Returning from the Tounge, she met a police
officer from the division of the police department that handled
school problems. Although the man was on campus to talk to Jim
Lambert, Lancaster stopped to chat with him about Emerson and
other schools in the district at which she had worked.

The remainder of Lancaster’s Tunchtime was not without
interruption. She took a phone call from an elementary principal
who wanted to know if the two schools could exchange some
supplies of colored paper. She returned a phone call from one of
the district’s high school principals who needed some information
about a student who had graduated from Emerson. And she tried to
follow up on the conversation with Debbie and Jennifer by phoning
Jennifer’s aunt, whom she could not reach.

While Lancaster spoke on the phone, one of the secretaries
entered to give her a note. As soon as Lancaster finished
talking, she went out to the office to greet Dr. Adam King from
the central office. Dr. King would be involved in decisions
concerning Emerson’s need for additional staffing. After
ushering Dr. King into her office, Lancaster showed him her
enrollment figures for each class section and indicated to him
what staff she thought she would need in various subject areas.
He told her that a meeting would be held the next day at the
central office and that he thought he could help her.

During their conversation, they were interrupted by two staff
members. A man who had been substituting at the school for
several days poked his head in the door to tell Lancaster that he
was leaving for his new assignment. She wished him good luck at
his new school and added, "You’ll need it." After the teacher
had gone, the secretary from the attendance office dropped by in
response to a high schoo} principal’s request for information
about a former Emerson student. Dr. King Teft at 1:45. When he
Was gone, Lancaster asked the secretaries what had been going on
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in the building when he had arrived. They told her that he had
entered during the passing period when the halls were full of
students.

A boy entered the main office and told one of the secretaries
that the boys’ bathroom downstairs was locked. Lancaster
intervened, "Are you sure?" When the boy replied in the
affirmative, Lancaster went downstairs with him. Standing
outside the bathroom, she told him to try the door. He did, but
used his foot to hold it shut. This did not escape Lancaster who
said, "Now try it without your foot on the bottom." When he did,
the door opened. Two boys were on their way out. Lancaster
asked if they had been holding the door shut. They said that
they hadn’t, and she didn’t challenge them; her tone of voice,

however, indicated her displeasure at having her time consumed by
such matters.

Back in the main office, Lancaster met the vocal music
teacher who was looking for a student locater card. Lancaster
directed her to the counseling office, where the secretary or
grade-level counselor would be able to help her. Jim Lambert
then stepped into the main office from his adjoining office, took
Lancaster’s hands in his own, and said in a humorous tone of
voice, "Can we pray together?" She led him to her office, where
he explained that he would be dealing with several sensitive
discipline cases that afternoon. He described the three cases
for her, each of which involved some form of battery or
threatening on the part of the student. Lambert wanted to be
sure that Lancaster was aware of the situations because he
realized that these parents might want to contact her or the
central office. Later in the day, Lambert would follow up on

this conversation by telling Lancaster what had happened in the
meetings.

At 2:30, Lancaster had an appointment with Amy Winthrop, a
mathematics teacher who was new to Emerson this year. Her
classes included eighth and ninth graders at both average and
remedial Tevels. Lancaster wanted to discuss the teaching
objectives that Winthrop had submitted several days before for
review. Along with the objectives, Winthrop had also given
Lancaster a note expressing her dissatisfaction at being assigned
to one of the "portable" classrooms near the upper playing field.

Lancaster began the conference by referring to Winthrop’s
elementary school experience. She particularly wanted to know if
the teacher used to "Tump" all of her teaching objectives
together. When the teacher said that she had, Lancaster pointed
out that, for junior high, the objectives should be stated
separately for each class Tevel. She went on to say that
Winthrop’s statements of expectations about what percentage of
students would master various objectives needed to be reviewed.
In some instances, her 80% expectation might be too Tow, and in
others too high. In addition, Lancaster had misgivings about the
type of test Winthrop wanted to use as evidence of student
achievement. District goals in math were stated in terms of the
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CTBS, and Lancaster was not sure about the comparability of the
test cited by Winthrop. Lancaster then showed the teacher some
examples of appropriate objectives written by other math
teachers. Winthrop asked if she could have a few days to rework
her objectives, and Lancaster agreed.

The conversation now turned to Winthrop’s problems related to
her classroom assignment. Winthrop said that the "portable"
classroom was in a location where students tended to "hang out"
before classes or passed by during class on their way to the
outdoor P.E. area. 1In both instances, students were noisy,
called out to their friends in her classrocm, and used bad
language. She also complained that the room was excessively cold
in the morning and hot in the afternoon. Lancaster quietly
pointed out that no space was available in the main building.

She added that if there were problems with students outside,
Winthrop should call the main office and someone would be sent to
help. Winthrop responded that things had been better t.at
morning with Lambert outside supervising. When she had left,
Lancaster told the secretaries of Winthrop’s request for a
"better" classroom. The women chuckled knowingly: With some of
the new teachers sharing rooms with three, four, or five other
people, Winthrop was lucky to have a room of her own.

Shortly before the end of sixth period, a student entered the
main office with a note from Helen Young saying that a student in
her class had jabbed another student with a pen. As Lancaster
read the note, Lambert glanced at it, too, and asked, "What’s she
doing about it?" He left to go down to Young’s classroom, and
Lancaster decided that she had better go, too, since she knew
that Lambert was "on the teacher’s case." Together, they entered
the room and briefly discussed the situation with Young. The two
administrators then stood in the corridor waiting for the bell to
ring for the end of the period. Lambert told Lancaster that he
thought it was simply a "management probiem" on the part of the
teacher. As he spoke, the bell rang, and students began to
leave. Lambert stopped the two students vho had been involved in
the incident. Lambert told one of them, "We don’t do things here
that way," and then he dismissed her. He then called Young out
of the room and told her that she should phone the giri’s

parents. Young made a face at this suggestion, and the
administrators left.

Lancaster’s next stop was the sidewalk in front of the
building where she supervised students leaving campus at the
close of each day. Both students and teachers knew that they
could find Lancaster here, and this .35 a time for them to bring
her their special requests. One student wanted to know if he
could change one of his classes to a easier level. His counselor
had told him he would need the principal’s permission. After
listening to the boy, Lancaster told him to leave a note in her
mailbox stating his request. This was a typical strategy for her
to use. Lancaster greeted other students, parents, and schoo)
staff who were leaving. One special education teacher stopped to
speak with her about an idea he was exploring for obtaining
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computers for his students. When Phil Wittaker, the math
instructor who taught a computer course, emerged from the
building, Lancaster brought him into the conversation.

During these interactions, Lancaster also monitored the
surrounding area. When she saw two carloads of older boys drive
onto the parking lot of the church across the street and park at
the far fence with their radios blaring, she stepped inside the
building to see whether Lambert could investigate what was going
on. Finding him in conference, she asked another male teacher to
take a look and give his opinion. While he was doing so, Lambert
emerged, surveyed the scene, and walked across the street to talk
to the boys. Lancaster accompanied him. The boys were doing
nothing unusual, so Lambert and Lancaster returned to the school
grounds.

Once most of the students had left, Lancaster was free to
return to her office. Inside, she found Laura Chang, the
volunteer who managed "Rap Up," an eight-week student discussion
program. The mother of two former Emerson students, Chang had
been involved in this special program at Emerson since its
inception 10 years before. She helped recruit volunteers to act
as facilitators for small groups of students that met once each
week over Tunch to discuss school and personal issues. Chang
also managed the student signups and assigned students to groups.
Chang consulted frequently with Lancaster, keeping her informed
of how the program was proceeding. Today, they discussed which
groups would be best for some of the new Asian immigrant
students.

Before Teaving campus for the day, Lancaster stopped by the
gymnasium to listen to an audition by a band that hoped to play
at Emerson dances. Lambert was supervising the audition. By the
time Lancaster reached the gym, the group had finished playing.
She asked Lambert whether they were good, what they would charge,
and what kind of music they played. "The administrators discussed
the problem of finding live musicians who would appeal to the
various racial and ethnic groups at Emerson, each of which had
its own musical preferences. Lancaster herself had been
responsible for restoring activities such as dances to the Jjunior
high when she was appointed principal 12 years before. Now, even
though her assistant principals were responsible for student
activities, she still kept abreast of them.

The final stop of the day for Lancaster was her office.
Today, as usual, she was the last person to leave. She picked up
her coat and handbag and took a last look around to make sure
everything was in order. Then she turned off the Tights and
secured the door of the main office. The night custodian, who
was sweeping the corridor, greeted her; despite the demands of
the day, Lancaster’s manner was cordial as she paused to chat and
joke with him before heading for home.
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Summary

Emerson Junior High was a large school (1,200 students)
located in the heart of Waverly, an industrial community in the
West. The school served a mixed racial and ethnic population
drawn mostly from a lower middle-class neighborhood. Its
building was overcrowded, and its program hampered by too few
materials and shrinking budgets. Yet Emerson maintained an
excellent reputation and drew far too many applicants for its few
open-enrollment slots. Parents of the school’s students were
supportive of the academic program and helped to expand its
extracurricular offerings.

The school’s 50 teachers were an experienced group who
supported Grace Lancaster, the principal. Llancaster insisted on
a diversified instructional program to ease the difficult task of
keeping adolescent youth interested in school. Further, she
actively sought staff members who were open and responsive to the
special needs of junior high students. In her dealings with
students and staff, she attempted to take the personal needs of
others into account. This focus on the individual needs of staff
and students was a reflection of her belief that schools should
be "service-oriented" organizations in which "people are the most
important" (TI, 9/9/82, p. 22).

Lancaster watched over Emerson’s varied programs by
maintaining a high level of visibility. She spent much of her
day outside her office, always ready to listen to the concerns of
others. Because of her leadership style and because of Emerson’s
large enrollment, Lancaster was constantly on the move,
responding to problems as they arose. And she was seldom able to
resolve one issue before another demanded her attention. The
personal interest that she took in Emerson’s day-to-day
operations and in the concerns of staff, students, and community
was an important factor in both the school’s reputation and the

high Tevel of satisfaction expressed by those who worked with
her.
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THE PRINCIPAL AND THE INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEM OF THE SCHOOL

In“the previous section, we introduced the reader to the
school’s setting, staff, and ciients. We also attempted to bring
our descriptions to life by allowing the reader to walk the halls
with the principal, observing events as she experienced them. In
this second portion of our study, we describe various elements of
Emerson’s instructional system, and we recount the manner in
which the principal’s activities influenced, or failed to
influence, each aspect. Again, our purpose is to reveal the role
of the principal in the complex task of managing instruction at
the building level.

The array of elements that we describe as parts of the
instructional system may surprise some readers, for we envision
the instructional process as involving much more than didactic
interactions between teacher and student. The technical and
social aspects of instruction are created, to a great extent, by
teachers and students in classrooms, but instructional processes
are affected directly and indirectly by social and organizational
features of the school itself. The school, in turn, is affected
by its larger context. For example, opportunities and
constraints for participants in schools derive from state and
federal regulations, districtwide programs and policies, as well
as from circumstances imposed by the communities within which
schools reside. In addition, each participant in the schooling
process brings to a building or classroom his or her own history
of experiences and his or her beliefs. These personal and
idiosyncratic elements of school organizations also greatly
influence the nature of instruction and student experiences
(Dwyer, 1984). In the first section of this study, we
illustrated how these factors interweave to form the context in

which we view principal’s behaviors and the consequences of those
behaviors.

But to describe completely--or even satisfactorily--the
complex blend of individuals and contexts that make up a schooi,
we must, in some rational fashion, untangle policies, programs,
individual proclivities, services, operating procedures, and even
building designs. In order to accomplish this analysis, we must
make distinctions, slicing organizational wholes into arbitrary
and discrete pieces. The problem with any such dissection,
however, is the artificial creation of categories. In the day-
to-day events in the schools of our studies, no such distinctions
occur; boundaries blur through multitudes of interactions and
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interactional effects. Nor can our "surgery" be guided by
previous work. Prior research has failed to set forth a single,
generalizable model of schools--the successes of the extant
models are hinged to the specific purposes of the authors’
analyses (e.g., Charters & Jones, 1973; Dunkin & Biddle, 1974;
Gowin, 1981; Metz, 1978; Smith & Geoffrey, 1968).

Our strategy in facing this problem is twofold. First,
whenever possible, we have allowed our incisions to be guided by
the practical sense of the principals and teachers with whom we
worked, using those categories mentioned frequently by them or
used by them in planning. Secondly, in order to illustrate the
permeability of our categories, we have taken every opportunity
to describe how the different parts of our model affect one
another. The unavoidable consequence of this latter tactic is

some redundancy. We hope the reader will be understanding and
patient.

This section, then, begins with a description of the overall
goals of the school and proceeds to an examination of the social
or climatic factors supporting or interfering with realization of
those goals. It also describes the technical or organizational

aspects of instruction at the school that either harmonize or
clash with those goals.

Emerson’s Social and Academic Goals

John Dewey (1916) asserted that as a society advances, the
need for formalized education increases. Knowledge grows
exponentially, its accruing bulk rapidly outpacing any single
individual’s capacity or opportunity to gather it all firsthand.
Schools, in response, are appointed to pass on the experiences,
achievements, and values of a society and to prepare individuals
to contribute to the advancement of knowledge. As a result,
children, through schooling, come to link the past to the future.
Schools also serve a custodial purpose. Children constructively
occupied as learners permit their parents the freedom to earn a
living and secure a home. This multitude of purposes and
responsibilities often finds expression through the social and

academic goals that principals and teachers set for their
students.

Grace Lancaster believed that the school should address the
needs of the whole child, and the phrase "something for everyone"
was a favorite of hers in speaking about the goals she held for
Emerson (TI, 4/25/83, p. 8). This orientation was the result not
only of Lancaster’s values or philosophy of education but also of
her long experience in schools. Students in high school, she
explained, were not likely to attend school if they felt
alienated. Junior high students, on the other hand, often had
nowhere else tn go, and even the most uninterested would attend
school (SO, 5/12/83, p. 1). Lancaster hoped that Emerson could
provide all students with the kinds of classes and activities
that would keep them interested and involved.
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Social Goals: The person who spoke most emphatically for
social goals at Emerson was Grace Lancaster. To some extent, her
views were shaped in response to the school’s student population.
She believed that the mixture of students from various kinds of
backgrounds--socioeconomic, cultural, ethnic- -represented the
"real world" and that learning to live in the world meant
learning to relate to others. For minority students, this goal
included Tearning "how to operate the power system" (TI, 3/17/82,
p. 5). In addition, she was aware of the ways in which schools’
responsibilities for their students’ well-being had changed over
the years. These factors all added up to the need, she said, to
"do all we can for kids," including trying to "make the kid feel
good about himself" (TI, 3/17/82, p. 6).

One way lancaster implemented her social goals was by
striving to hire teachers who genuinely liked students and wanted
to teach them, as she believed young people could not learn
unless they were working with a humane teacher in the classroom
(TI, 3/17/82, p. 6). Fully 75% of the teachers at Emerson had
been hired during Lancaster’s tenure as principal, and she was
able to exert pressure to redirect teachers she didn’t like. As
one teacher said:

She does weed out faculty members. We’ve had
some . . . a couple of lulus here that I think
Mrs. Lancaster was sent by the district--she
gets rid of them after they’ve had a chance,
and I think that’s important because we’ve had
a couple of people that just do not belong.
And it would be di ~imental and she’s able to
see that and send them on their way. (TI,
5/19/83, p. 7)

Over the years of her leadership, Lancaster had communicated
her priorities to her staff not by directives but through the
programs and decisions she had implemented: the "Rap up"
program, the student lounge, the dances and assemblies, and the
wide range of electives geared toward student interests (TI,
3/17/82, pp. 7-8). Teachers also had numerous opportunities to
observe her interactions with students as she addressed student
groups in assembiies or classrooms and as she dealt with
individual students in the main office, the corridors, the
cafeteria, and on the grounds.

Teachers’ comments revealed that they were very much aware of
their principal’s child-centered view of schools. They spoke of
her wanting "the best for students," wanting them to have "an
overall education," being "a student advocate [who] really cares
about kids a lot," and emphasizing "socialization and learning to
get along well with other people" (TI, 5/2/83, p. 9; TI, 5/7/83,
p. 15; TI, 5/17/83, p. 14; TI, 5/19/83, p. 8). The emphatic
manner in which teachers provided these descriptions was an
indication of Lancaster’s effectiveness in communicating her
beliefs about social goals.
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Most teachers shared Lancaster’s concern in this area, and
their statements revealed a keen awareness of the needs of junior
high students. A number of teachers emphasized the theme of
fostering cooperation and social interaction skills. Sometimes
the nature of the class made these skills imperative: One
woodshop teacher pointed out that for safety reasons it was
essential for his students to learn to interact appropriately in
the shop as they worked on their individual projects (TI, 5/7/83,
p. 4). And a drama teacher mentioned that students in her class
were required to work together on their scenes and other dramatic
productions (TI, 5/13/83, p. 1). To encourage teamwork, other
teachers made a special effort to use group projects as one of
their instructional strategies. An English teacher, for example,
organized her seventh-grade classes into clusters of students who
stayed together to work as a group for most of the year (SO,
5/19/83, p. 4). The importance of fostering cooperation among
students of aifferent cultures at Emerson was stressed by several
teachers (TI, 5/7/83, p. 4; TI, 5/17/83, p. 5).

Many of Emerscn’s teachers were concerned about their
students’ attitud- toward school and learning. One teacher
explained that she wanted to interest her students in math so
that they could develop the idea that learning was fun (TI,
5/17/83, p. 3). Others mentioned the importance of organizing
instruction so that students would be successful in school. They
wanted to give students positive experiences that would help them
develop confidence in themselves and that would lead them to see
that they could be effective in their school subjects (TI,
5/17/83, p. 4). One teacher of remedial students said her
stud nts often felt ashamed of their failures, and she sought to
improve their self-esteem by helping them develop the reading or
writing skills that had not yet "fallen into place" (TI, 5/24/83,
p. 4).

Besides wanting students to learn to cooperate with others,
enjoy learning, and feel successful, teachers also mentioned that
they wished to give students a greater knowledge of the world and
to expose them to other people’s points of view. One teacher
said that she wanted her students "to get an idea that there’s
more to life than just coming to school each day and trying to
write something down and get a grade for it" (TI, 5/24/83, p. 2).
She and others saw this need to "stretch their thinking" as
essential to the futures, especially the career opporturities, of
their students (TI, 4/25/83, p. 1).

The examples cited thus far demonstrate the close links that
Emerson’s teachers made between social and academic goals,
especially when they spoke of the importance of developing their
students’ interest in the subject matter and their engagement in
learning activities. One P.E. teacher said she wanted her
youngsters to learn not only how to play sports but how to enjoy
them (TI, 5/2/83, p. 5). A science teacher was concerned that
her class might be her students’ last exposure to the subject
unless they acquired enough interest to choose more science
classes in high school (7I, 4/26/83, p. 1). Thus, although the
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staff’s goals might be considered social in that they were
concerned with developing students’ attitudes and interests,
these goals over™--ped the academic domain.

Academic Goals: For the most part, academic goals were not a
focus or rallying point for Emerson’s staff. Even within a
single academic subject area, teachers tended to take an
individual approach to setting goals for their students with
limited input from the district or their departments. Two
factors were likely contributors to this orientation of Emerson’s
staff toward academic goals.

First of all, the academic achievement levels of students at
Emerson were above national norms in reading, mathematics, and
language at all three grade levels. By seventh grade, nearly all
of Emerson’s students had passed the district’s basic
proficiencies test (Doc., n.d., pp. 7-8). Staff members were
not, therefore, pressured by low student achievement levels to
revise or focus special attention on their academic goals. Many
teachers who were interviewed expressed satisfaction with the
academic achievement of their students (TI, 5/19/83, pp. 3-4; TI,
5/24/83, p. 3; TI, 5/24/83, pp. 2-3; TI, 5/26/83, p. 9).

Another factor in the variation among staff concerning
academic goals may have been the prevailing norm of teacher
autonomy at the school. Both administration and teachers
regarded academic goals as a matter to be determined by teachers
for their particular classes. Recommendations were provided by
departments but tended to be very general. The English
department, for example, had adopted three objectives: to stress
writing, using methods developed by a local university; to
provide students with opportunities for sustained silent reading
or writing at least once a week; and to work with students on

skills needed for the district proficiency exam (TI, 5/26/83, p.
10).

The guidance provided by department recommendations was
supplemented by grade-level Tearning expectations developed by
the Waverly School District for several subject areas. In
language arts, for example, the district specified over 75
expectations for students in seventh grade. The department chair
said that "all seventh-grade teachers, as a general outline,
follow this [document]" (TI, 5/26/83, p. 10). Other department
members, however, did not refer in particular to these
expectations when they described their goals.

Lancaster herself, when asked if there were specific
objectives or expectations for grade levels in various subjects
at Emerson, first responded, "Not really" (I0I, 3/30/83, Part I).
Then she added that the district had provided statements of
objectives for students in English and math in terms of gain
scores on the CTBS tests. She distributed copies of these
district goal statements to staff at the opening faculty meeting
and told them to be sure to include the district goals in their
own statements of course objectives (FN, 9/8/82, p. 3)
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Teachers did not mention improved test scores as such in
their descriptions of classroom goals, but many did state the
importance of developing basic skills (FN, 4/28/83, pp. 1-4; TI,
5/17/83, pp. 1-2; I, 5/19/83, pp. 5-6, 8; TI, 5/24/83, pp. 1-2).
And all English teachers said they thought writing skills were
important (I, 3/15/83, p. 6; TI, 5/19/83, pp. 7-8; TI, 5/24/83,
p. 4; TI, 5/26/83, p. 10). Improving basic skills, especially
writing, was also mentioned by Lancaster as an academic goal for
Emerson’s students (TI, 3/17/82, p. 10).

Although Emerson’s teachers received only general input from
their district, principal, and departments, their comments
indicated that as individuals they had given careful thought to
their instructional goals. All teachers who were interviewed
articulated a variety of academic goals for their classes,
differentiated on the basis of the experience, skills, and
ability levels of their students (TI, 5/12/83, pp. 1-2; TI,
5/17/83, p. 1; TI, 5/19/83, p. 1; TI, 5/24/83, pp. 1-2). This
theme of varying expectations for Emerson’s heterogeneous student
population was also mentioned by Lancaster, who pointed ocut that
"the student outcomes will be different for each different type
of student we have in school" (TI, 9/29/82, p. 10).

Lancaster’s emphasis on setting appropriate goals for
students with different needs was illustrated in a conference she
had with a new teacher (described in "A Day in the Life of Grace
Lancaster"). As part of her role of evaluator, Lancaster was
responsible for reviewing the new teacher’s course objectives.

In the conference, Lancaster encouraged the teacher to think
carefully about the appropriateness of the objectives and mastery
Tevels for each section of her subject and to revise her
objectives accordingly. Lancaster’s remarks were aimed at
helping the teacher establish the highest reasonable level of
achievement to be expected of each group (FN, 10/7/82, pp. 11-
12). :

This observed action by Lancaster was consonant with
teachers’ comments about their principal’s expectations for
staff. As one teacher stated, "[Lancaster] pushes for a lot of
excellence in education" (TI, 5/19/83, p. 8). Thus, although
Emerson Junior High was not organized around specific
standardized academic goals, its principal and staff believed

that teachers should establish and implement appropriate goals
for their students.

The goals that Lancaster promoted in her leadership of
Emerson Junior High were a direct reflection of her vision of
what a school should be--a place that met the individual needs of
students, both socially and academically. She communicated these
values to her staff members, and many shared her beliefs,
adopting a child-centered approach within their classrooms.
Lancaster allowed teachers to exercise discretion in setting
social and academic goals, but she apprised them of the
seriousness of that responsibility.
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The following sections describe how the principal and staff
of Emerson Junior High strove to implement their goals, working
to create a productive instructional climate and instructional
organization. In previous work, we identified climate and
instructional organization as avenues along which principals
could work to shape and improve their schools (Bossert et al.,
1982). During our collaborative field work with principals, we
continued to find these two concepts helpful in organizing the
multitude of events, processes, and structures that we
encountered in schools. Our definitions, however, changed to
accommodate our expanding experiences. Again, the importance of
these two concepts to our study of the instructional management
role of principals is that they illuminate many of the strategies
employed by our principals to accomplish the goals they
established for their schools.

Emerson’s Instructional Climate

In our study, we treat school climate (a notion embraced by
all of our participating principals) as an observable and
changeable characteristic of schools. For our principals,
climate encompassed both physical and social elements. Changing
a school’s climate could mean anything from painting walls to
organizing the way students lined up at recess. The
comprehensiveness of the concept can be grasped from one
principal’s comment: "School climate starts at the curb." In
general, our principals perceived climate as a diverse set of
properties that would communicate to students that schools are
pleasant but sericus work places designed to .help students
achieve. In the following account of Emerson’s instructional
climate we will describe: a) the physical aspects of the school
plant that promote or hinder the accomplishment of social and
academic goals at the school; b) the social curriculum--
activities designed to promote positive relationships within the
school, student self-esteem, and productive attitudes toward
Tearning; c) the school’s discipline program; and d) the nature
of the interrelationships among all members of the Emerson
learning community.

Physical Components: The most significant feature of
Emerson’s physical plant was its inadequacy for the number of
students enrolled. The facility, originally constructed for
several hundred elementary school students, had been expanded to
serve over 1,000 junior high students. Spaces that still
retained their original function, however, had not been enlarged
and were invariably overcrowded. In the main office, for
example, the space behind the counter was so crowded by the
secretaries’ desks, copier, switchboard, intercom, and file
cabinets that there was barely room for people to move past each
other. In the morning before classes started, the reception area
in front of the counter resembled a subway stop at rush hour.
Teachers trooped through to pick up their mail and their keys,
students vied for the attention of the secretaries for help with
their Tockers or in locating Tost articles, and substitutes tried
to find someone to orient them. In the midst of this confusion,
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Grace Lancaster could typically be found standing behind the
counter greeting staff, answering questions, and making sure that
things ran as smoothly as possible under the circumstances.

At this time of day, the school library across the hall would
be a required stop for any student who wanted access to the
facility at lunchtime. To prevent overcrowding, the librarian
issued 35 numbered tickets to students on a first-come, first-
served basis. Lancaster described this arrangement as similar to
waiting for a turn at the bakery (TI, 3/17/82, p. 9). One day a
student who failed to obtain a ticket was invited by Lancaster to
use her office to study during lunch hour (FN, 10/5/82, p. 21).
Similarly, she reported that her two secretaries had collected
their own Tittle group of students who preferred tec spend
Tunchtime in the reception area of the office rather than in
other crowded areas (TI, 9/9/82, p. 34). Lancaster viewed such
examples of accommodation as necessary for managing Emerson’s
crowded conditions.

At Tunchtime in the cafeteria, two long lines of students
would wait to be served hot lunches. Outside, on the porch
facing the patio, students crowded into more lines to purchase
cold food and snacks. Lancaster regarded these situations as
undesirable and would have liked to use a double lunch hour
arrangement to alleviate the crowding, but she was hampered by
the physical arrangement of the school. Most of the classrooms
faced the patio area behind the main building where many students
ate their lunches and socialized when they had finished eating.
The noise from the patio during these activities made it
impossible to conduct classes in the nearby classrooms. Hence,
Lancaster’s alternatives were limited, but as one way of
shortening some of the lines at the start of the lunch hour, she
had instituted the practice of dismissing half the classes ten
minutes early for lunch on a weekly basis (Doc., n.d., p. 1).

Besides the crowding that existed in spaces 1ik: the main
office, Tibrary, and cafeteria, Emerson’s physical facility also
suffered from a shortage of classrooms. Several teachers shared
classrooms that "belonged" to others. Typically these
"traveling” teachers would use the room during the host teacher’s
conference hour. Sometimes the host’s teaching assignment freed
the classroom for an additional hour or more each day. In this
case, the "traveling" teacher might be able to use the same room
for two of the five clasies he or she taught. There were,
however, two new teachers who were each assigned to five
different classrooms (Doc., Spring 1983, p. 1). One, a social
studies teacher whose department suffered from a shortage of
textbooks, sometimes used a shopping cart to move his books
across campus (SO, 5/19/83, p. 1).

Teachers varied in their attitudes about sharing classrooms.
The young man described above, for example, did not complain
about shortages of materials and space when he spoke about his
experiences as a first-year teacher (S0, 6/9/83, p. 2). A few
"host" teachers grumbled about having to share. One of them
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perceived this inconvenience to him as compounded by the
administration’s practice of using his classroom, which was near
the main office, for various kinds of meetings (FN, 9/8/82, p.
7). Although Lancaster Tistened attentively to such complaints
from her teachers, she reminded them that "no one owns the rooms"
(FN, 9/9/82, p. 22). And in most instances, she simply did not
have alternative arrangements available to her.

The classroom shortage meant that each year Lancaster faced
the problem of finding space for class sections as she
constructed the schedule of classes for the following year (FN,
6/7/83, p. 19). Unanticipated enrollment at the beginning of the
year of this study required her to create new sections and find
rooms for them in the already overcrowded building. During the
early weeks of school, as substitutes were placed at Emerson and
overenrolled class sections were divided into two parts,
Lancaster herself frequently assisted the substitutes in moving
the students to available classrooms. She would hurry ahead to
lead the way for unfamiliar students and to unlock the door for
the first arrivals. Then she would stand outside, gathering in
the stragglers and reminding youngsters not to disturb other
classes in session (FN, 9/20/82, pp. 8-9).

Although the shortage of space inconvenienced Emerson’s
teachers in some ways, relations among them remained congenial.
Since most teachers could not use their classrooms during their
conference periods, they usually congregated in the faculty
Tunchroom, which also served as a lounge. Despite the fact that
this room was a crowded, undecorated, windowless space, furnished
entirely with formica-topped tables and straight-backed chairs,
it was the favorite gathering spot for adults in the buiiding.
Here teachers drank coffee, smoked cigarettes, read the
newspaper, graded students’ work, and chatted with others who
were doing the same. Secretaries, clerks, classroom aides, and
one of the two campus supervisors also frequented this gathering
spot during their work breaks. They participated actively in the
conversations, stories, and jokes that were exchanged (FN,
10/11/82, p. 12; FN, 10/20/82, p. 10).

Spaces outside the buildings were also crowded at Emerson.
The patio was thronged with students during lunch hour when the
weather was good. Limited outside space was also a problem for
the P.E. department. To accommodate all of the P.E. classes,
teachers had organized a rotation schedule whereby they moved
from the gymnasium to the lower playing field to the upper
playing field, changing their location every two days. Each
location dictated the types of sports and activities that the
teachers could use--tumbling, volleyball, dance, and body
conditioning in the gym; seftball, football, track, and soccer in
the lower field; basketball, volleyball, and fitness and
endurance testing in the upper field. Thus, instruction in P.E.
was shaped by the physical limitations of the facility. Again,
teachers did not complain but regarded this constraint as a
reality they faced in their work (TI, 5/2/83, pp. 2-3)
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Emerson’s arrangements for P.E. did, however, have
consequences for cther teachers at the school. In moving between
the gymnasium and the upper playing field, students passed by one
classroom annex and a group of "portable" classrooms. Their talk
in transit and the tendency of some students to call out to their
friends in these classrooms sometimes created disturbances.
Lancaster was aware of this and tried to assist with the problem.
When one new teacher, assigned to a "portable," complained about
students making noise outside her room, Lancaster encouraged her
to call the office for help. She or one of the assistant
principals would then go out to supervise the students passing by
the classroom (FN, 10/7/82, p. 12).

Lancaster’s efforts to support staff extended to other areas
of the physical plant as well. The previous spring, the vocal
music teacher had purchased stage lighcts with the proceeds from a
student concert, only to be told by electricians that the stage
was not up to code for using them. Lancaster had made a number
of calls to bring the head district electrician out to look at
the situation, only to have him say the work could not be done
unless they talked to someone in the district accounting office.
The teacher credited Lancaster with making sure that the job was
given priority at the district office so that it could be
completed in time for the students’ big spring show. She
concluded, "[Lancaster] really knocks herself out to get the
physical kinds of things that I need" (TI, 5/12/83, p. 4).

On another occasion, teachers wanted to show a videotape as
part of an instructional unit and discovered that the machine was
out of order. As Lancaster carried out the rest of the day’s :
activities, she made half a dozen calls to the central office and
kept several staff members at Emerson apprised of the progress
she was making. But the going was slow: She was shuttied among
offices and personnel, told to call back later, and told that ner
calls would be returned (FN, 6/7/83, pp. 8-23). Although running
this kind of bureaucratic obstacle course was often a source of
frustration for Lancaster, she nevertheless considered these
efforts to be an important avenue for supporting staff. She
believed that "you need to know people to get things done" (FN,
6/7/83, p. 14). In this instance, however, her contacts were not
enough to accomplish the task of repairing the machine that day.
Nevertheless, the effort she made was an indication of the

importance she gave to providing direct assistance to staff in
obtaining physical resources.

Again, however, overcrowding was the most prominent factor
affecting the physical aspects of climate at Emerson. Although
Lancaster assumed much of the responsibility for overseeing
physical equipment that staff needed in their work, overcrowding
was the condition to which Lancaster referred most frequently and
to which she attended personally. Allocating classrooms and
other spaces at the school in ways that best served Emerson’s
many students demanded considerable effort from the principal.
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Social Curriculum: A staff’s level of commitment to, and
concern about, children is communicated through words,
mannerisms, actions, and activities. These cues, conscious or
not, may influence students’ perceptions of their own efficacy
and of their "belongingness" within their school and classroom
communities (Brookover et al., 1973; Fuller, Wood, Rapoport, &
Dornbusch, 1981; Getzels & Thelen, 1960). These aspects of
school climate are part of the social curriculum of a school.
Most of our participants believed that this curriculum was
important in attaining the school’s social and academic goals.

Teachers and principals often think about social curriculum
in terms of discipline programs or extracurricular and structured
activities in which children assume responsibility and exercise
some authority. Student councils or student aides are examples
of activities that might be included under the social curriculum.
In addition, teachers may give chiidren classroom time to share
personal problems or individual successes with their peers.
Teachers might also use classroom activities to promote social
goals for children. This ection explores several aspects of
Emerson’s social curriculum and discusses how each supports or
hinders the school’s social and academic goals. Emerson’s

discipline program, however, will be addressed in a subsequent
section.

Most elements of the social curriculum at Emerson had been
influenced b, Lancaster either directly or indirectly. In some
instances, she was instrumental in initiating and supporting
activities that enhanced the quality of students’ nonacademic
experiences, particularly the school’s extracurricular program.
In other cases, her influence helped shape teachers’ awareness of

the importance of integrating social goals into their aspirations
for students.

One of Lancaster’s favorite programs at Emerson was "Rap Up,"
a unique feature that she had initiated in her early years as
principal. This program provided students with the opportunity
to participate in discussion or "rap" groups once a week for
eight weeks, with an adult facilitator who was not an Emerson
staff member. During an eight-week session, there might be a
dozen or more groups in operation, each composed of five to nine
students and an adult skilled in facilitating group discussion
and problem solving. In these groups, students could discuss
issues related to any aspects of their lives. Lancaster worked
closely with the program’s director, a community member and
former Emerson parent, to help place students in groups and
coordinate meeting times and locations (FN, 10/5/82, p. 26; TI,
3/17/82, pp. 7-8).

During her tenure as principal, Lancaster had made other
changes at Emerson to address the social needs of students and
keep students interested and involved in school. She had hired a
counselor who trained peer tutors as one way of increasing the
guidance services at Emerson (TI, 3/17/82, p. 8). Shortly after
assuming the principalship, she had reinstituted dances for
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students despite the objections of one of her assistant
principals at the time (TI, 3/17/82, p. 7). To give students a
place where they could spend time outside of their classes, she
had converted a large space near the school cafeteria into a
student lounge. Here youngsters could play ping-pong, chess, and
other games before school, during Tunch, or after school (TI,
3/17/82, pp. 8-9). Adult supervision on the playing fields
allowed students to shoot baskets or play other sports during
lunchtime (FN, 9/21/82, p. 4). At various times, the school had
offered mini-courses in recreational activities such as bowling,
fishing, jogging, photography, and swimming, although no such
courses were in operation during the year of this study (TI,
3/17/82, p. 9).

Lancaster’s belief in the importance of making school a place
where students would enjoy spending their time was also a factor
in her staffing. She gave priority to finding teachers who liked
students and wanted to work with them, stressing the importance
of their being able to "relate" to junior high school youngsters.
Her effectiveness in doing this can be seen, in part, by the
comments of her staff regarding social goals for students,
described in an earlier section.

A1l Emerson’s teachers who were interviewed held social goals
for their students and addressed these goals in some way through
their classroom instruction. In most instances, social
curriculum was not a separate program or curriculum per se.
Rather, teachers tended to structure their instructional
activities so that social goals were integrated with academic
goals. Teachers’ responsibility for subject matter never took a
back seat to their concern for the social development and well-
being of their students; concerns about the subject matter itself
often shaped social goals. As a result, the strategies used to
reach social goals did not consist of specific curricula but
rather of choices that teachers made about their academic
materials and instructional strategies. These choices allowed

staff to incorporate social outcomes into their academic
planning.

Engaging students in schooling and providing them with
opportunities to succeed were mentioned as important social goals
by many teachers. Besides their own beliefs in the importance of
these goals, they were also aware that Lancaster disapproved of
teachers who awarded large numbers of failing grades to their
students (TI, 4/26/83, p. 7). Teachers described a variety of
strategies to engage students successfully in academic lessons.
They spoke of using demonstrations, hands-on activities, learning
games, contests, role playing, simulations, and dramatic
presentations by students as strategies for securing involvement
(TI, 4/26/83, p. 2; TI, 5/17/83, p. 3; TI, 5/19/83, p. 3; TI,
5/24/83, p. 1). To teach reading and writing, teachers often
spoke of looking for materials and topics of particular interest
to teenagers. Some mentioned using television and movies as
resources (TI, 5/24/83, p. 2).
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Lessons encouraging student cooperation were integrated with
the usual subject matter. Teachers who wished to improve such
interactions among students assigned group activities and
projects. Such group work, however, was the exception rather
than the rule at Emerson (TI, 5/17/83, p. 3; I, 5/19/83, p. 4).

In general, teachers were able to implement these strategies
for reaching social goals without specific support from
Lancaster, but in some instances a special project might require
‘the principal’s approval and involvement. In one case, near the
end of the school year, the vocal music teacher and one of the
English teachers arranged an Elizabethan Faire as the cuiminating
activity of an interdisciplinary unit they had taught. Lancaster
spoke proudly of the work of these two teachers, who had written
the proposal which Ted to the project being funded by a local
educational institute (TI, 3/17/82, p. 14). She allowed the
teachers to use the student lounge for two days as the site of
the Faire. And she attended the activities, admiring students’
costumes and chatting with guests from outside the school
including a photographer from a local newspaper and a central
office staff member (SO, 6/10/83, pp. 1-2).

Lancaster’s emphasis on developing the social curriculum at
Emerson resulted from her keen awareness of her students’ needs.
“Junior high kids are interested in lots of different things,"
she said (TI, 3/17/82, p. 11); as a result, "you need to provide
more [for them]" (TI, 9/9/82, p. 34). Her strategy, therefore,
was to promote as much variety as she could, so that students

would stand the best chance of being involved and satisfied at
school.

Discipline: Although the administrators and teachers in our
study included discipline as an important part of a school’s
social curriculum, the emphasis that they placed on the topic
underlies our decision to give student discipline its own section
in this report. In giving prominence to the question of
discipline, the participants in our study were acting in accord
with opinions expressed by scholars throughout the history of
American education. William T. Harris (1908), for example,
linked school discipline to the "moral education" of the
country’s children; Abraham Maslow (1954) theorized that children
must feel secure--the consequence of being in a safe
environment--before they can devote energy and attention to
higher order learning; and recently, and just as emphatically,
researchers of effective schools have added their voices to the
continuing concern about student deportment (Armor et al., 1976;

Brookover & Lezotte, 1977; Venezky & Winfield, 1979; Weber, 1971;
Wynne, 1981).

Discipline and attendance policies for all schools in the
“Waverly district were enumerated on the "green sheet." This was
a legal-sized sheet of paper, printed on both sides, which many
Emerson teachers kept posted in their classrooms. Four of its
six columns pertained to matters of discipline, and all teachers
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interviewed were familiar with these policies (SFI, 4/25/83, p.
3; SFI, 4/26/83, p. 3; SFI, 5/2/83, p. 3; SFI, 5/12/83, p. 3).

The "green sheet" idertified three categories of disruptive
behavior, each successively more severe, and it outlined a
sequence of actions for each type. In the mildest category (type
*A") were behaviors such as disruption of class, disrespect to
staff members or other students, Toitering, and littering. The
next category (type "B") consisted of items such as fighting,
smoking, habitual profanity, and defiance of authority. In the
most serious category (type "C") were behaviors such as arson,
battery, possession of a weapon, being under the influence of
drugs, and stealing. " The sequence of actions for type "A"
disruptions began with conferences and ended with suspensions
only after repeated referrals. Responses to category "B"
violations progressed from one- to three-day suspensions for
first referrals to reviews by a district panel for repeated
offenses. A1l of the behaviors in category "C" required an
automatic five-day suspension, referral to police or school
security office, and a district hearing which could result in the
student being expelled (Doc., n.d., p. 1).

Although the intent of a district policy of this nature was
to standardize treatment of student misbehavior in all schools,
teachers and administrators alike acknowledged that discipiine
procedures at Emerson varied considerably. Teachers differed in
their beliefs, orientations, and interpretations of less explicit
portions of the district code. As a simple example, the
principal pointed out that some teachers did not allow students
to chew gum in the classroom while others did (IOI, 3/30/83, Part
IT). Similarly, teachers did not agree on what constituted
tardiness: Some required students to be in the classroom and
seated when the bell rang, whéreas others were satisfied if the
student was in the room or about to enter.

Among the administrators, similar differences existed. The
principal and her instructional assistant principal, Esther
Buckley, both reported that they were most likely to take a
"counseling” approach to matters of student misbehavior (TI,
10/11/82, pp. 39-40; IOI, 3/30/83, Part II). In contrast, the
administrative assistant principal, James Lambert, was uniformly
acknowledged to be the strictest disciplinarian on campus. Of
Emerson’s administrators, he was the most likely to take a strict
interpretation of district policies.

Even Lambert, however, acknowledged that district policies
both required and allowed interpretation. For example, students
who were scuffling could be seen as "fighting" or "just horsing
around"; similarly, he indicated that a number of actions could
be interpreted as "defiance of authority." Lambert pointed out
that his perception of student intent was often a factor in
determining his treatment of an incident. Near the end of the
school year, for example, two boys started a fire in a trash can;
instead of seeing this as an incident of arson, which would have
required automatic five-day suspensions and district hearings for
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the youngsters, Lambert chose to interpret it as high-spirited
excitement as the school year was drawing to a close, and he
merely issued a reprimand (I, 6/14/83, p. 5).

Despite the latitude that district discipline policies
allowed, Emerson’s teachers perceived the school as an orderly
place. "This is not a free-for-all school; this is a disciplined
school," one teacher said, crediting this in part to Lancaster’s
efforts to "[get] rid of the kids that are bad--and I don’t know
where she sends all of them, but she gets rid of them" (TI,
5/19/83, pp. 6-8). Another pointed out that teachers at Emerson
were willing to do their part to help maintain order:

People seem to care . . . about the whole
school and how things go. . . . If I'm in the
hall, I’11 take care of a problem and deal
with it or do whatever hes to be done. (TI,
5/2/83, p. 10)

Teachers’ efforts to maintain discipline at Emerson were
supported by the administrators, who were seen by teachers as
willing to respond quickly and appropriately to their referrals
and requests for assistance (TI, 5/2/83, p. 115 TI, 5/19/83, p.
6; TI, 5/26/83, p. 16). The two assistant principals were
usually mentioned first in comments by teachers, since these
administrators were responsible for handling all referrals.
Several teachers said that Grace Lancaster was not one to take
the role of the "heavy" when dealing with misbehaving students,

and they appreciated Lambert’s willingness to assume this stance
when necessary.

Lancaster, for her part, reported that Lambert had been
assigned to Emerson so that she could moderate his approach
through exposure to an alternative mode of managing discipline
(FN, 9/29/82, p. 19). She often challenged his thinking about
cases invelving student misconduct, questioning his reasoning and
interpretation. One such case involved a student who was a
recent immigrant to the United States and who came to Emerson
with an excellent record in acasemics and citizenship from his
former school. The boy’s mother had told Lambert that her son
was having a hard time adjusting to 1ife in this country. The
boy had drawn a knife in a fight, and Lambert was called upon to
make a recommendation to the district review panel regarding
expulsion. Lancaster questioned Lambert about the situation:

Lancaster: Well, did he stab the kid?
Lambert: No.

Lancaster: Did he hold a knife at his throat?
Lambert: No, but he did hold the kid with

one hand and put the knife against
his torso with the other.
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Lancaster: Well, I don’t think this boy is
Tike Joe Smith, who would have
stabbed the kid. Or Tike that
kid over at Waverly High School
who stabbed a girl in the
cafeteria and killed her. (FN,
9/21/82, p. 14)

Such attempts on Lancaster’s part were meant to give Lambert
food for thought, not to undermine his authority or
responsibility. The final recommendation was his to make, and
Lancaster would support him. Once, when he had made a decision
with which Lancaster did not entirely concur, he asked her
directly if she wanted him to change his recommendation. The
principal said that she did not (FN, 6/14/83, p. 3). This reply
was consistent with Lancaster’s description of her leadership
style as nonauthoritarian, with her belief in supporting her
staff, and with her willingness to accommodate a variety of
points of view among the members of the school organization.

Occasionally, a student who had been referred to Lambert
would try to appeal to Lancaster’s more sympathetic nature. This
happened one day when the principal encountered a student crying
in the corridor after being sent out of the classroom by her
teacher. Not realizing that the girl had been referred to
Lambert, Lancaster told her to go to the office and wait for the
principal. When Lancaster arrived at the office later, she
learned from Lambert that the student had been issued a referral
to him. Lancaster immediately turned the case over to her
assistant principal, despite the student’s protest. When the
youngster told Lancaster that she was afraid to see Lambert
because she thought he would suspend her, Lancaster told her to
go on into Lambert’s office and "be good" (FN, 2/24/83, pp. 3-6).

Lancaster’s behavior with teachers was similar to her actions
with Lambert. She commented that teachers do not always use good
judgment with students regarding discipline, but said, "We have
to support the teacher" (FN, 9/9/82, p. 24). On one occasion,
for example, Lancaster saw a boy teasing several girls who were
in the building after school on their way to see a teacher. The
girls were squealing and laughing Toudly, and as they moved down
the corridor, a math teacher poked his head out of his classroom
in response to the disturbance. Lancaster assumed that he would
quiet the students down and did not intervene. A few minutes
later, however, the teacher appeared in the main office with the
girls in tow and began to write a referral. When Lancaster
realized what he was doing, she told him that the girls had been
teased by a certain boy. When this explanation did not deter the
teacher, Lancaster did not countermand his decision, but she did
make sure that he added the boy’s name to the referral slip so

that the assistant principal who handled the case could deal with
all the offenders (FN, 1/6/83, p. 1).

Although usually Lancaster would not overturn a decision when
she thought a teacher had acted inappropriately or used bad
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Judgment, she would hasten to intervene in a discipline situation
if the teacher had not yet taken action against the student. At
an assembly, for example, Lancaster witnessed an argument
developing between a teacher and a student from another class who
had been misbehaving. Realizing that both were becoming
increasingly loud and upset, Lancaster stepped in, put an arm
around the girl’s shoulder, and led her outside to calm her down.
Later she told the observer that she thought the teacher had
overreacted but that she could understand his behavior given his
previous school experiences (FN, 12/16/82, p. 2). Once again,
supportiveness was the theme. Whenever possible, Lancaster

attempted to resolve conflicts so that there were no losers and
no damaged egos.

While the two assistant principals were assigned the
responsibility of handling referrals related to student
discipline, the final responsibility for safety and order in the
school fell to Lancaster. She assigned teachers to supervision
during the first weeks of school and, at the opening staff
meetings, emphasized the importance of "setting the tone" for
discipline right from the start (FN, 9/9/82, p. 25). Of
Emerson’s administrators, she was the one who most often took
phone calls from concerned parents whose children had been
disciplined (FN, 10/5/82, p. 2). Both assistant principals were
well aware of this and were careful to keep Lancaster informed of
sensitive cases; in addition, the principal was required to sign
all suspension notices, which she reviewed before sending them to
the district office (FN, 9/21/82, pp. 12-13).

On a day-to-day basis, Lancaster was ciosely involved in the
supervision of students. She and Esther Buckley were in charge
of the cafeteria during the first half of the lunch hour. In
that noisy environment, Lancaster frequently used her whistle to
get the attention of students who were running or who failed to
empty their trays (FN, 9/21/82, p. 3). During the remainder of
the lunch recess, Lancaster helped the the grade-level counselors
supervise the patio. Again, the whistle was a handy device for
keeping the energetic junior high students from chasing each
other (FN, 9/21/82, p. 4). She chuckled as she coscribed its
usefulness: "I blow my whistle [at one student] and five or six
kids stop" (FN, 9/21/82, p. 3). After school, the principal
could always be found on the sidewalk in front of the building
monitoring students as they left for the day.

Lancaster regarded her supervisory activities as an excellent
opportunity to conduct business with students and staff, and she
encouraged other staff to do the same. Supervision made
Lancaster easily accessible for brief, informal contacts;
everyone knew where to find her during lunch and after school and
felt free to talk with her at those times. Many of Lancaster’s
social and work-related communications took place in this
fashion. In such instances, Lancaster personified her statement
that the principal needed to be able to do two or three things at
once (TI, 9/9/82, pp. 29-30).
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In sum, one of Lancaster’s goals for Emerson was to provide a
safe and secure environment for both staff members and students.
As part of that agenda, maintaining order was an important
responsibility of the principal and her two assistants.
Lancaster’s approach to discipline was different from that of
some teachers and one of the assistant principals, and she
attempted to influence these staff members by her examples and
conversations with them. She did not, however, override their
actions or decisions in discipline matters. This attitude
preserved the integrity of her staff as professicnals, allowed
discipline policy to be implemented without conflict, and
contributed to an atmosphere of mutual support at the schoel.

Interrelationships: An important element of the climate of
schools is the nature of the interrelationships among the members
of the school community: the students, staff, and parents. The
quality of these day-to-day relationships may be the best
evidence of the cohesiveness of a group in its commitment to the
organization’s goals. Positive relationships among the
stakeholders in a school demonstrate fundamental agreement and
satisfaction with the means and ends of the organization--
agreement that has an effect on the organization’s ability to
carry out its mission (see Homans, 1950; Janis, 1972; Maslow,
1954; Zander, 1977).

Emerson Junior High was characterized by a diverse student
population, but in spite of these differences, relations among
students were generally harmonious. Like most young teenagers,
they were energetic and noisy--showing off for their friends as
they demonstrated dance steps, chasing each other, competing at
sports during the Tunch hour, and trading stories and jokes with
Toud voices and broad gestures. At the same time, however, these
boys and giris were helpful to each other and courteous to
adults. "I can show you," "please," "thank you," and "excuse me"
were common phrases in their speech (FN, 9/13/82, p. 7).

Teachers at Emerson interacted with these youngsters in a
variety of ways. Some teachers were stern disciplinarians and
carried out their policies in a formal and impersonal manner;
others were firm and friendly (TI, 5/7/83, p. 6; FN, 5/12/83, pp.
1-4; TI, 5/19/83, pp. 2-3). Still others displayed a nurturing
manner (FN, 5/19/83, p. 1). Several teachers appeared to be
reluctant to confront disruptive students and relied instead on
the administrators (FN, 9/29/82, pp. 12, 13, 17). Despite such
differences, teachers at Emerson generally regarded their
students favorably and cared about them. When they discussed
students in the lounge, for example, teachers often shared their
knowledge and experience in an attempt to understand their
students’ behavior and needs. Griping was relatively uncommon.

As noted in our discussion of discipline at Emerson, the
assistant principals, too, varied in their approach to students.
Jim Lambert was regarded by students and staff alike as a firm
disciplinarian, and students often dreaded being called into his
office (T1, 5/26/83, p. 4). Esther Buckley, on the other hand,
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was one of the best-loved adults on campus. Students found her
to be a sympathetic and supportive ally who was able to carry out

her disciplinary role without trampling on students’ self-regard
(SO, 10/14/82, p. 6).

Emerson’s students were also likely to find secretaries,
clerks, security staff, and custodians courteous and caring. No
matter how crowded the main office became, for example, the busy

secretaries were patient and attentive to students’ requests (SO,
3/17/82, p. 2).

The quality of interactions that students at Emerson
experienced could, to a large extent, be attributed to the
efforts of Grace Lancaster. Staff members were aware o
Lancaster’s concern for the whole student as well as her
supportive style in dealing with both youngsters and adults at
the school. One teacher described the principal’s effect on
others in this way:

She will not allow you to hurt other people’s
feelings. She will not allow you to
shortchange or in any way do something that
would hurt the egos and the psyches of the .
children. . . . Because of that gentleness,
when the kids pass out of here . . . they have
had their humanness enhanced because of the
contact with her and the effect that she’s had
through the teachers too. (TI, 4/25/83, p. 9)

Lancaster reported that one of the parts she 1iked best about
being a principal was "the kids," whom she described as
"exciting, stimulating, and challenging" (T1, 3/17/82, p. 19).
Her enjoyment of junior high students was evident in her dealings
with them. She was friendly and familiar in her interactions,
quick to smile and laugh when appropriate. She often underscored
her interactions with physical contact: taking a student by the
hand, placing an arm around a shoulder, and placing her hand on a

student’s arm. Such gestures were always accepted, and often
returned, by youngsters.

The principal was highly accessible to students, and she
performed a variety of services for them to help meet their
physical, emotional, and academic needs. These actions ranged
from helping locate lost gym clothes to helping students get into
special high school programs when they ieft Emerson (TI, 6/8/83,
p. 2). When asked about their interactions with their principal,
students gave examples of how Lancaster had given them personal
attention regarding problems with their schedules, teachers, or
other students (TI, 5/26/83, p. 3; TI, 5/26/83, p. 3). Several
mentioned that she had helped them adjust to being in junior high
school (TI, 5/25/83, pp. 2-3). Still others described how she
handled discipline situations without being overly severe (TI,
5/25/83, p. 3). Her availability and promptness in providing
help were also cited (TI, 6/9/83, p. 4; TI, 6/9/83, pp. 5-6).

39

A
<2




These students, in describing Lancaster’s personality or
style, emphasized her warmth and fairness. One girl stated that
the principal "tries to make everybody happy" and "has her arms
open wide" to students (TI, 5/26/83, pp. 2, 4). Another
youngster, a minority student described by staff members as
“rebeliious," provided this description:

She don’t try to push [students] around.

She’s just Tike, you could say just like your
mother, if you ask me. . . . Most principals,
they try to be harsh on some of the kids, like
different kinds of kids. Miss Lancaster don’t
take no sides. She’s equal with all of ’em.
(TI, 5/25/83, p. 3)

Emerson’s staff, Tike its student body, was a large and
varied group of people. The school employed 50 teachers, 10
other professionals, and a support staff of 25, most of whom got
along well together. One teacher summarized what many others
felt when she said Emerson did not have "cliques of teachers and
a lot of dissension [like other schools]" (TI, 5/19/83, p. 5).
She attributed this in part to Grace Lancaster, who helped select
appropriate staff members and who weeded out those who "just do
not belong" (TI, 5/16/83, p. 7). The congeniality among staff
members could be seen in the teachers’ lounge, where most
gathered when off-duty. During lunch, nearly all of the 40 seats
in this room were filled, and while some people tended to sit in
the same groups every day, many others mingled freely. For these
individuals, Tunch conversations were often opportunities to

Tearn about their colleagues and to share experiences from their
own lives.

Most staff members also participated enthusiastically in the
annual parties that were an important part of Emerson’s social
life. The Christmas party and the year-end celebration were well
attended by teachers, administrators, and support staff, who
exchanged jokes, stories, gossip, and personal conversation.
Former Emerson staff members regularly appeared at these
gatherings, and they were always greeted warmly and included in
the festivities (SO, 12/17/82, pp. 3-4; SO, 6/16/83, p. 8).

Grace Lancaster was an important partici:.. .t at these
occasions, her role akin to that of a hostes- she greeted
arrivals, made introductions, and tried to help everyone have a
good time (SO, 12/17/82, pp. 3-5, 9). She socialized with
teachers, aides, secretaries, and custodians alike, all the while
communicating her interest in them as people and her enjoyment of
the occasion. One teacher saw Lancaster’s egalitarianism as an
important contributor to the tone at Emerson and maintained that
Lancaster’s actions communicated a belief that as principal she

W§S no more important than other staff members (SO, 6/14/83, p.
2).

Certainly, Grace Lancaster was central in shaping and
maintaining positive staff attitudes at Emerson. She believed
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that teachers should feel happy, safe, and secure in their work,
that they should not be bothered by petty details, and that
administrators should not act superior to them. As Lancaster
explained to new and student teachers in an orientation meeting
at the start of the year, "We’re here to help" (FN, 9/9/82, p.
25). In describing her own style of leadership, Lancaster
stated, "I’m not any different now in my dealing with people than
I would be as a classroom teacher" (TI, 3/17/82, p. 18).

Lancaster’s emphasis on supporting staff in a nonauthori-
tarian manner was echoed by teachers in their comments about the
principal. Many of them mentioned Lancaster’s attempts to locate
needed materials and supplies for special projects (TI, 5/7/83,
p. 15). Some described her willingness to allow student
participation in various activities that took them off campus
(TI, 5/12/83, p. 5). Others said she encouraged their attendance
at professional development activities such as conferences and
workshops (SFI, 4/26/83, p. 1; SFI, 5/20/83, p. 1). One teacher
stated that the principal let them try out new ideas, even if the
ideas did not always work (SO, 5/3/83, p. 1). The most common
report was that Lancaster would try to provide whatever they
asked for (TI, 4/26/83, p. 5).

Lancaster’s accessiblity to her staff was also considered
important by Emerson’s teachers. They said that she always had
time for them, that she was not intimidating, and that she was a
good listener (FN, 6/9/83, p. 1). They dropped by inte her
of fice for both social and school-related chats, and they did not
hesitate to approach her in the corridors or on the grounds to
bring matters to her attention (FN, 10/5/82, pp. 7, 26; FN,
10/7/82, p. 25). Teachers also called her at home about personal
or professional problems (TI, 9/9/82, p. 19). Lancaster beljeved
that it was important for her to be available to her staff in all
of these ways (TI, 9/9/82, pp. 19-20).

Because Lancaster was accessible and accepting, teachers
often confided in her. The information Lancaster gained often
helped her understand others’ behavior, especially when stressfuil
personal situations interfered with a staff member’s ability to
handle pressures at work (TI, 6/22/83, p. 25). Sometimes the
information prompted Lancaster to provide assistance. The reader
may recall the situation described earlier in which Lancaster
obtained a check from her professional sorority for a student

teacher who was having financial difficulties (FN, 9/21/82, p.
6).

Lancaster said Emerson Junior High was "like a family" (TI,
3/17/82, p. 17). Warmth and caring characterized many of the
interactions among the adults and youngsters who belonged to this
“family." Emerson was a place where people were treated as
individuals, where, in Lancaster’s words, "people are the most
important" (TI, 9/9/82, p. 32).

When Lancaster assumed the principalship at Emerson, one of
her goals had been to enhance the standing of the school in the
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community (TI, 3/17/82, p. 8). A key strategy was to improve the
quality of communication between school and community. "She
really reaches out to the community," one teacher said, "and I
think we need more of that in Waverly" (TI, 5/19/83, p. 5). At
an orientation meeting for parents of new students, Lancaster
made a point of saying, "If you hear a rumor [about the school],
call us and let us know" (FN, 9/9/82, p. 7). When asked about
this remark, Lancaster explained that sometimes students
misrepresented incidents or situations that occurred at school
and she wanted to ensure that parents checked out exaggerated
versions of stories (TI, 9/9/62, p. 11).

Lancaster reported that Emerson’s reputation had improved
over the years to the point where it was now generally considered
to be the second best junior high in the large Waverly district
(11, 3/17/82, p. 8). One indicator was the large number of
applicants for Emerson’s few open-enrollment slots. Another was
the active support community members gave the school. Parents
and other volunteers assisted with the "Rap Up" program, fund
raising activities, a promotion party for ninth graders, "rap"
groups for parents, and teachers’ appreciation day. Parents alse
served as chaperones for field trips and dances (TI, 9/9/82, p.
10).

Having established Emerson’s good standing in the community,
the school’s administrators aimed their efforts at maintaining
positive relations and developing the support of newcomers. When
a community member telephoned or visited the school, for example,
Grace Lancaster’s typical response was immediate, attentive, and
helpful. She always took whatever time was needed to listen and
follow through. Sometimes she might spend an hour or more in
conference to resolve a problem (FN, 11/10/82, pp. 1-5). At
other times she might put the person in touch with someone else
at the school, such as a counselor, who was better prepared to
handle the situation (FN, 10/5/82, p. 19; FN, 10/7/82, p. 10).

No parent concern was treated as unimportant: a question about a
child’s course schedule for the second semester, a worry about
whether a youngster had gotten his lunch, or an attempt to
deliver a choral outfit that a young performer had left at home.
In all instances, Lancaster made sure that the situation was
resolved satisfactorily (TI, 9/9/82, p. 34; FN, 10/5/82, p. 20;
FN, 2/24/83, p. 9).

Lancaster was especially attentive to the questions of
parents of incoming students about Emerson Junior High. Parents
of sixth graders sometimes considered removing their students
from the Waverly public school system and enrolling them in a
local private church school. Lancaster considered it important
to acknowledge parents’ doubts, and believed that the hest way to
assuage them was to let parents and prospective students see the
school for themselves. She welcomed parents and provided a
campus tour, which included visits to several classes in order to
demonstrate that the school was a safe and pleasant environment
for children. Lancaster herself conducted these tours,
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introducing the parents to other staff members and answering
questions (FN, 2/24/83, pp. 1-5).

Even when Emerson’s administrators found it necessary to
contact parents about discipline matters, they made every attempt
to maintain good relations. 'On one occasion, Jim Lambert began a
phone conversation with a mother whose son was being suspended
for fighting by reassuring her that the child had not been hurt
(FN, 9/20/82, p. 12). If a student’s misbehavior was unusual,
Lambert let the parent know that he was aware of this. When a
parent conference was required, efforts were made to accommodate
the parent’s schedule (TI, 9/9/82, p. 10).

In contrast with administrators, teachers at Emerson reported
infrequent contacts with parents. They sometimes saw parents at
various open house events or met with them if the parent
requested a conference; some wrote comments to parents about
their children’s work on the section of the report card
designated for that purpose. For the most part, howaver,
teachers seemed to rely on the counselors and administrators for
contact with the homes of their students (SFI, 4/25/83, p. 6;
SFI, 4/26/83, p. 6; SFI, 5/12/83, p. 6; SFI, 5/20/83, p. 6).

Emerson’s parents attributed much of the school’s success to
the leadership of Grace Lancaster, and they supported not only
the organization but the principal herself. At orientation day,
a mother of twins told the principal that she had been skeptical
about sending her children to Emerson, "but when I found out you
were the principal, I knew it would be a good school." She
herself had been a student of Lancaster’s years before when
Lancaster worked at one of the district high schools. From that
experience, she knew her children would be in good hands at
Emerson (FN, 9/9/82, p. 4). Lancaster laughed and joked with the
woman as the story was told. Clearly she understood the concerns
of parents who were about to send their pre-teenage children to a
large, urban junior high, and she also relished the compliment to
herself and the kind of school she had shaped over the years.

When the Waverly district announced in May that it planned to
move principals, including Lancaster, to new school sites for the
following year, Emerson’s PTA drafted a formal letter of protest
and collected a large number of signatures which they presented
to the Board of Education to indicate their opposition to this
plan (SO, 5/24/83, p. 2). At the end of the year, the PTA
honored Lancaster during a wine and cheese party for the new PTA
officers (SO, 6/9/83, pp. 2-3).

Lancaster summed up relations between Emerson and the
community very simply. "I think our parents are supportive," she
said, "because most of them like our school” (TI, 9/9/82, p. 11).

As mentioned above, we believe that a school’s instructional
climate encompasses a range of physical and social elements. At
Emerscn Junior High, the major factor affecting climate was the
overcrowding caused by high enrollment. Despite this probiem,
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Emerson’s administrators and teachers created and maintained an
orderly environment. Moreover, they were able to promote
conditions in which students’ social needs were addressed through
instructional and extracurricular programs as well as through the
quality of interactions that students experienced at Emerson.
Similarly, social interactions among the members of the school
staff were generally harmonious ones in which individuals were
supported, encouraged, and respected as individuals. Members of
the community outside Emerson, mainly parents of students, alsc
found the school to be a responsive organization. In many
instances, students, teachers, and parents attributed their high
levels of satisfaction to the leadership of Grace Lancaster. Her
actions in promoting her service-oriented vision of schools
clearly contributed to the positive climate experienced by all
participants at Emerson.

Emerson’s Instructional Organization
)

Instructional organization is our collective term for the
technical features of instructional coordination and delivery to
which the principals in our study attended. When acting to
improve instructional organization in-"their schools, our
principals manipulated, for example, class size and composition,
scheduling, staff assignments, the scope and sequence of
curriculum, the distribution of instructional materials, and even
teaching styles. We suggest that the instructional climate--the
concept we discussed in the immediately preceding section--
influences students’ and staff members’ feelings and expectations
about their schools, and that the instructional orgqanization
delivers the reality.

In this section, we describe in greater detail the
instructional system of Emerson Junior High School, highlighting
the content of instruction, class structures and teacher and
student placement, pedagogy, and staff development. As in the
previous section about the instructional climate, our purpose is
to discuss the beliefs and activities of the principal that
influenced these important factors of schooling. The reader
should recall that the principal’s goals for Emerson emphasized
mesting the needs of individuals so that students and staff would
find school an enjoyable and productive experience.

The Content of Instruction: Curriculum, subject matter,
classes, topics, texts, program, schedule, and syliabus are a
confusing array of terms often used by teachers and principals to
describe what is taught in their classrooms or schools. Although
these terms are somewhat analogous, they are not synonymous in
that they tend to blur substance, method, and organization. In
this section, we wish to discuss the content of instruction at
Emerson and examine how that content was organized and
determined. In so doing, we are discussing curriculum as Dunkin
and Biddle (1974) used that term, as a broad concept for thinking
about specific subject areas. But it was, perhaps, Dewey (1916)
who best defined the content of instruction and and underscored
its importance in his discussion of "subject matter":
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It consists of the facts observed, recalled,
read, and talked about, and the ideas
suggested, in course of a development of a
situation having a purpose. . . . What is the
significance . . . ?

In the last analysis, all that the educator
can do is modify stimuli so that response will
as surely as is possible resuit in the
formation of desirable intellectual and
emotional dispositions. Obviously . . . the
subject matter . . . [has] intimately to do
with this business of supplying an
environment. (pp. 180-181)

Students had the opportunity to sample many subject areas
during their three years at Emerson. In addition to the core
subjects (English, mathematics, social studies, science, and
physical education), students could choose from a wide range of
electives, ‘ncluding art, crafts, typing, three foreign Tanguages
(French, German, and Spanish), homemaking, industrial arts (wood,
metal, and drafting), music (vocal, band, and orchestra), and
computers.

Thi broad elective program was one of Emerson’s
distinguishing features, and teachers credited the principal for
its high quality (7I, 5/7/83, p. 15; TI, 5/12/83, p. 4). Grace
Lancaster herself said, "I’ve tried . . . to maintain an
outstanding elective program"; she believed that the more
electives the school was able to offer, the better chance
students had to find some classes that would interest them (TI,
3/17/82, p. 11). The principal pointed with great pride, for
example, to the music program. Because of Emerson’s large
student enrollment, the school was able to sustain sufficient
interest in music to employ full-time teachers for both vocal and
instrumental music. Lancaster enjoyed being able to tell
visitors that over 400 of the school’s 1,200 students
participated in some sort of music class. Most of these classes
included participation in a performing group (TI, 3/17/82, p.
11).

Curriculum implementation at Emerson was most notably
characterized by the degree of teacher autonomy in classroom-
level decisions. Nearly all teachers who were interviewed and
observed were aware of district expectations for their subject
area, and many of them added that, at the school level,
departments had also developed general statements of objectives
and expectations (SFI, 5/10/83, p. 4; SFI, 5/19/83, p. 4; SFI,
5/24/83, .. 4; SFI, 6/14/83, p. 4). Nevertheless, individual
teachers at Emerson were free, within these loose boundaries, to
develop their own specific objectives for each group of students
and to choose the materials to be used to reach those ends.

This practice meant that students enrolled in the same
subject did not necessarily learn the same things. In the two
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American history classes that were observed, for example,
students were using entirely different materials; in addition,
the teachers presented their subject matter at different paces
(FN, 5/3/83, pp. 1-10; FN, 5/12/83, pp. 1-10). Similarly, one of
the math teachers reported that each year she chose from a number
of topics for her algebra classes, not necessarily the same
choices that other teachers made in the subject (I, 5/6/83, pp.
6-7). In the English department, teachers were expected only to
shape curriculum according to the general goals cited earlier:

to stress writing using the strategies developed by a local
university; to include sustained silent reading or writing in
lesson plans at least once a week; and to address the skills that
appeared on the district’s high school proficiency exam (TI,
5/26/83, p. 10).

Even when the district had adopted textbooks for certain
subjects, teachers at Emerson did not feel compelled to use these
materials. Mr. Reeves’s American history text was not the

district choice (I, 5/12/83, p. 6) nor was Ms. Peterson’s algebra
text (I, 4/26/83, p. 5).

Despite the discretion that individual teachers exercised in
determining course content, coordination did occur when specific
needs arose. Several years before, students’ proficiency exam
scores in basic skills had revealed a weakness in writing. The
improvement of writing was then adopted as a schoolwide goal, and
English teachizrs were trained in the methods of the Better
Writing Project (TI, 3/17/82, pp. 10, 14). Moreover, teachers
were encouraged to address basic skills across subject areas,
including elective courses. In response, the vocal music teacher
and two industrial arts teachers reported that they included at
least one written lesson each week in their class activities.
Typically these lessons involved vocabulary exercises as well as
opportunities to write sentences and/or paragraphs and were

evaluated for language usage as well as content (TI, 5/7/83, pp.
7-8; TI, 5/12/83, p. 7).

According to Lancaster, teachers also coordinated their work
informally. When students and teachers were reassigned at the
beginning of the school year, staff members would tell each other
what had been covered in the class to that point. In other
instances, staff members teaching a class for the first time
received help from other teachers in that department who had
taught the course before. The principal did add, however, that
in a department such as social studies, where lack of materials
forced teachers to use different books, there was Tittle
coordination (TI, 10/7/82, p. 37).

For the most part, Lancaster appeared satisfied with the
organization of curriculum at Emerson. She did not strive to
standardize or coordinate her teachers’ efforts, except when
specific needs were discovered. Lancaster’s position harmonized
with the prevailing norm of teacher autonomy that existed at
Emerson. As one department head stated, "If we were told that we
had to be teaching page 20 on November the 18th, there would be a
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lot of rebellious teachers here" (TI, 5/26/83, p. 12). This
teacher echoed the sentiments of most of her colleagues.
Emerson’s policies and practices concerning curriculum were
generally viewed as satisfactory by most members of the
organization.

Structures and Placement: In the previous section, we
described the content of instruction at Emerson Junior High.
This section explains how students and teachers were organized to
receive or deliver that content. By structures we mean the
classifications of instructional groups in schools: for example,
grade levels or grade-level clusters, classes or classrooms, or
skill-Tevel groups.

Sometimes instructional grouping is largely dependent on the
physical limits of a building’s architecture. Such factors as
how many youngsters fit into a space and how many spaces are
available in a school may determine group composition. In other
situations, groupings may be influenced by curriculum or
achievement levels, as when children move individually from
classrcom to classroom during a school day. (Within-classroom
grouping will be discussed in a later section, "Pedagogy.")

In either case, schocl-level grouping creates a social
context for learning that can have varying impact on any group
member. Cohorts of students are established, sometimes with
remarkable longevity. Students’ progress may be impeded or
enhanced; students may become stereotyped as "bright" or "slow"
and_assigned accordingly; and teachers’ instruction may be
influenced by their expectations of students’ learning capacities
(see Brophy, 1973; Brophy & Good, 1974).

Teaching assignments are also an important element of school
structure. Such assignments may be based on teachers’ previous
experiences, expertise, or preferences, or on administrative
concerns regarding staff development, staff cohesiveness, or
teachers’ personaiities and/or teaching styles. Bringing
together specific teachers with individual students or student
groups helps define the social context of instruction and
influences the academic experience of children. (See Barnett &
Filby, 1984; Filby & Barnett, 1982; and Filby, Barnett, &
Bossert, 1982 for descriptions of how the social context of
instruction influences students’ perceptions and the rate at
which materials are presented to students.)

Thus, one of the most familiar aspects of schools--classrooms
containing a teacher and a group of students--is a critical
factor to successful instruction. The assignment of students and
teachers to classrooms or their more fluid counterparts should
therefore be a primary concern of principals (Bossert et al.,

1983). This section describes the role of Emerson’s principal in
these decisions.

Students’ grade levels and teachers’ curricular specialties
were the primary determinants of the structure of classes at
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Emerson. Except in the case of some elective classes, students
were grouped with others from the same grade. Teachers were
specialists in one or more curricular areas and generally taught
most of their classes within their major specialty. Tracking
occurred in English and mathematics, with sections designated for
average, accelerated, or remedial students (I0I, 3/30/83, Part

1).

Programs for students with special educational needs were
also provided. About 145 students were enrolled in the school’s
ESL (English as a Second Language) program; instruction was
provided in both oral and written English at five skill levels
independent of students’ grade levels, and two or three levels
were often combined in a single section (I, 6/10/83, pp. 1-5).
Students with learning disabilities were either placed in
ungraded, self-contained classrooms with a single specialist
teacher or partially "mainstreamed" into regular Emerson classes.
The programs of "mainstreamed" students were reviewed by
Emerson’s Child Study Team to help coordinate the flow of
information between the resource specialists and the students’
other teachers (IOI, 3/30/83, Part III).

According to the teachers’ work contract, the Waverly School
District could not assign more than 32 students to a section in
junior high schools (FN, 9/9/82, p. 7). Within 25 work days of
the start of the school year, the administration was required to
"balance" the schedule to eliminate class overloads that may have
resulted from unanticipated enroliments (TI, 9/20/82, . 16). 1In
some instances, teachers at Emerson were willing to take more
than the maximum number of students in one section, usually one
of the accelerated classes, which, in theory, allowed Lancaster
to keep the number of students in other sections below maximum.

Balancing the schedule occupied a considerable amount of
Lancaster’s time at the start of the 1982-83 school year. When
school opened, the principal found herself and her teachers
facing many classes above maximum size, including bilingual and
ESL classes with enrolIments of 60 or more. Lancaster’s task was
to determine how many additional courses and sections were needed
to achieve the best "balance." In doing so, she was required to
take into account the district’s final staffing allocation for
Emerson and the availability of teachers with appropriate
combinations of skills. Finding available classrooms for new
sections made her task even more complex. Using substitute
teachers assigned by the central office, Lancaster and her staff
shifted students between classes as new sections were gradually
added to the master schedule (TI, 10/7/82, p. 33). Even after
the initial "balancing,” additional changes were required as late
as November (School Bulletin, 10/25-29/82, p. 1). When all the
changes had been made, Lancaster had added four teachers and

eighteen course sections to the original schedule (Doc., Spring,
1983, pp~ 1"4) .

Typically, decisions about staff assignments occurred twice
during the schoo] year: in the spring, when the master schedule
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of courses ror the following year was determined, and in the
fall, after school started, to accommodate changes in the
projected student enroliment. The problems Grace Lancaster faced
in planring and in revising the schedule were especially
frustrating during the time of this study because a district
financial crunch had resulted in layoff notices being distributed
to teachers each spring, and because unanticipated changes in
student enroliment had been significant for the past two years.

According to the testing counselor, who regularly assisted
Lancaster in making staff assignments, the schedule had been 98%
balanced prior to the start of the 1982-83 school year. This
meant that only 2% of the approximately 1,100 preregistered
students would not be able to have all their course requests met
by the proposed arrangement of classes (FN, 6/7/83, p. 7). When
the year began, however, many new students showed up to enroll,
classes quickly filled past capacity, and ESL and bilingual
classes swelled to double their usual size.

As previously noted, Lancaster had to work with temporary
substitutes for several weeks before the master schedule could be
revised and new staff added to the school’s allotment for the
year. She spent a good deal of her time checking on the progres-
of these "long-term" substitutes, sent to Emerson by the central
office to teach until "permanent” assignments could be made for
the year (FN, 9/21/82, p. §; TI, 10/7/82, p. 20). Lancaster was
careful to check each "long-term" substitute’s teaching
credentials against her general staffing needs, since she did not
need new teachers for a full five periods of ESL or bilingual
instruction (TI, 10/7/82, pp. 33-35). She also wanted to see how
well these prospective "regulars" worked with Emerson’s students
who came from many different backgrounds. In one instance, the
principal was required to dismiss immediately a substitute who
used a racial epithet in dealing with an unruly student (TI,
10/7/82, p. 35). Another time, she learned that a certain woman
whom she did not want at the school was slated for a possible
teaching assignment at Emerson. She prevented this by
incorporating into the position one period of P.E. that included
supervising the boys’ locker room (TI, 10/7/82, p. 36).

Staff assignment problems at the start of the school year
were not uncommon in recent Emerson history, and many teachers
expressed displeasure at the length of time the district took to
determine staffing allotments (TI, 10/7/82, p. 45; FN, 10/20/82,
p. 11). They were also frustrated and distressed at what had
become a regular district practice each spring, the issuing of
Tayoff notices to large numbers of teachers--a dozen at Emerson
the year of this study--as a way of preparing for possible
student shortages (FN, 10/20/82, p. 11).

This practice created two problems for Lancaster. First, the
number of teachers the district allotted Lancaster for the
following school year was much higher than the number of teachers
remaining on her official school staff after the dozen had been
"terminated." Lancaster’s projected enrollment and staffing
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figures would permit her to request that nearly all of those who
had received the notices be hired back. Adding to her paperwork,
the principal had to submit a separate request for each position,
according to district policy, and if she wished to have a
"terminated" person placed back at Emerson, she was required to
frame the position description in such a way as to "tailor" it to
the desired individual (SO, 6/7/83, p. 4).

Even after writing a tailored description, however, Lancaster
could not "guarantee" that laid-off teachers would be rehired in
the fall. She was afraid that in the face of this uncertainty,
some of them would seek other kinds of work, yet she was
powerless to offer them guaranteed employment. In one instance,
she phoned her immediate supervisor in the central office fer
some statement of reassurance that she could give to her vocal
music teacher, a talented young woman who had built a strong
program at the school over the past several years. Lancaster’s
supervisor could only say that he thought it 1ikely that the
teacher would have a position at Emerson in the fall, but
Lancaster was then able to add his name to her own when she
explained the situation to the music teacher (FN, 6/7/83, pp. 14,
15).

Amidst such uncertainty, over which she had no control,
Lancaster was required to plan and staff a master schedule of
courses each spring for the following academic year. In doing
so, she made two kinds of decisions about staff assignments. At
a general level, Lancaster determined how many sections each
teacher would teach in what subject areas. Here she took into
account the staffing allotment figure supplied by the district,
based on projected enrollment; the tally of student course
requests; the teachers’ credentials; and the teachers’
preferences. At a more specific level, she assigned teachers to
particular sections of courses within their subject areas (e.g.,
to algebra as opposed to seventh-grade general math). Factors
involved in these decisions included teachers’ preferences,
precedent, and number of preparations, with Lancaster again
making the final determination (TI, 6/22/83, pp. 25-31).

When making these decisions, Lancaster also wanted to make
the best use of her staff. During the planning of the 1983-84
master schedule, for example, one of Lancaster’s strongest social
studies teachers requested a P.E. class, an assignment that would
have resolved a P.E. staffing problem. After checking personally
with the teacher and finding that she really did want a P.E.
assignment, Lancaster nevertheless decided that it was not "a

good idea" to remove the teacher from the academic area (FN,
6/7/83, p. 11).

In another instance, Lancaster combined the creative writing
and journalism classes into one section because of small student
enrollments in these electives (about 13 students each). Helen
Young, the teacher in charge, was unhappy with Lancaster’s
decision, since she would have to manage two courses in one class
period, prepare for several other classes, and be responsible for
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the school yearbook. She was concerned that she would have to
teach the combined class for the remainder of the year, and she
told the principal that, by not allocating separate sections for
the two courses, Lancaster and the English department were
showing that they did not support the publications program at
Emerson. Faced with this accusation when many of Emerson’s
classes had enrollments of 60, Lancaster was frustrated at
Young’s request (FN, 9/9/82, pp. 17-18). Yet she valued Young’s
contributions to Emerson’s English program, and although she was
never able to divide the section, she did change the schedule of
classes so that Young was given an additional free class period
at the end of the day for yearhook production (TI, 10/7/82, p.
35; School Bulletin, 10/25-29/87, p. 1).

Besides trying to put her teachers where they would work most
effectively, Lancaster also tried to assign her best teachers to
work with the strongest students. She reasoned that these
teachers were more willing to do the extra work necessary to meet
the needs of brighter students (S0, 1/6/83, p. 5). The math
department, in one case, acted counter to Lancaster’s preferred
strategy by recommendin, that a second-year teacher be assigned
to a section of algebra. After soliciting department members’
input, Lancaster chose r-t to override the recommendation, but
she considered the teacher somewhat inexperienced for the
assignment and stated that she would have made a different

placement had she not asked for department input (TI, 6/22/83, p.
30).

Although Lancaster’s uiscretion regarding staffing was
limited by policy and declining enroliments at the district
level, she strove to obtain the best possible staff for Emerson
and to make the best use of her teachers.

Student 3ssignments were based on a variety of factors. In
math and English, students were placed in one of three streams:
remedinl, average, or gifted. These decisions were made in
several ways, depending on the grade level involved. Sixth
graders scheduled to attend Emerson were administered tests in
English and math by Emerson staff, who then recommended
placements. In addition, recommendations of sixth-grade teachers
and CTBS test scores were considered. For seventh- and eighth-
grade students, teacher recommendations, grades, test scores, and
student and parent choices were used to determine placements for
the following year (IOI, 3/30/83, Part I). Final assignment to
specific class sections was made by computer.

Although English and math were the only two subjects in which
students were grouped by ability, classes in other subject areas
were often composed of relatively homogeneous groups of students.
Science, foreign language courses, and computer instruction, for
example, tended to draw high achieving students (I0I, 3/30/83,
Part I). As a result, other classes at the same time periods
that were supposed to be grouped heterogeneously, such as
American history, were often not evenly mixed (I, 5/3/83, p. 6).
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Thus, both formal policy and student choices acted to stratify
classes at Emerson.

While student placement was handled mainly by counselors and
teachers, teachers, parents, and students often approached
Lancaster about changing assignments once class rolls had been
determined. Several days before classes started, one teacher
asked to see her class lists, stating that she wanted to
determine the number of globes she would need to teach geography.
Lancaster refused the request and told her simply to multiply the
number of sections she would be teaching by 32, the class limit
size; she knew from experience that if she allowed teachers to
see the names of students assigned to them, they would be likely
to lobby for changes (FN, 9/8/82, p. 12).

In another instance, a parent phoned Lancaster about his
seventh-grade daughter’s being misplaced in an eighth-grade
English class. Lancaster had spoken with the teacher about it
several weeks before, and the teacher claimed that she had
informed the student’s counselor, but no action had taken place.
Lancaster decided to let the girl remain in the eighth-grade
class:

Well, at the end, I just cancelled her change
[to the correct grade level] because she was
so unhappy [about having to change classes]
and found two other students who could have
their program changed with less [upset], which
really helped the school balance [the
classes). (TI, 10/7/82, p. 44)

In this case, Lancaster’s primary concern was how the change
might affect the student’s feelings. She knew from the teacher
that the student was managing to do the work in the class and
decided to allow the incorrect placement to remain because it was
working for the student.

Finally, students themselves also approached Lancaster about
their class assignments, usually after having been told by a
counselor thut they would need the principal’s permission to
change a class. Lancaster listened to each youngster’s story and
took his or her request into consideration (FN, 9/21/82, p. 19).
Thus, although Emerson had a well-established set of procedures
for assigning students to classes, it was not uncommon for the
principal to become involved with individuals’ problems in this
area, and she considered it appropriate for students and teachers
to approach her about such matters.

Teachers at Emerson were generally allowed to exercise
discretion in the evalyation of students. Although all teachers
ascigned letter grades every six weeks, they were free to attach
whatever meaning they wishled to these grades. According to the
principal, only the mathematics department had developed a
standard grading policy (I10I, 3/30/83, Part II). Lancaster
reviewed the teachers’ grading policies at the beginning of the
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year (FN, 9/8/82, p. 4). Teachers also knew that the principal
reviewed their grade reports; one stated that Lancaster frowned
on teachers who awarded many failing grades (TI, 4/26/83, p. 7).
And the principal herself said that she and the assistant
principals identified teachers who were awarding many failing
grades so that the administrators could work with them toward
improving instruction (IOI, 3/30/83, Part I).

Lancaster had also exercised influence on student evaluation

by instituting final exams at the close of the year. One teacher
spcke favorably of this practice:

Time is used well. Instead of giving those
kids the Tast week as free week . . . they
have their finals and they know that they
count for part of their grades. (TI, 5/19/83,
p. 7)

Promotion of students at Emerson was determined by district
policy. Seventh graders were never retained; eighth and ninth
graders were promoted only if they accumulated sufficient
credits. One semester of successful work in a subject was worth
half a unit. For promotion to ninth grade, eighth graders had to
earn a total of 10 units in seventh and eighth grades, i.e.,
passed a total of 20 of their 24 semester classes. Ninth graders
had to earn five units in ninth-grade subjects to be promoted to
tenth grade. Students who failed to meet this requirement could
make up as much as cne unit by successfully completing summer
school. If a student was too old to be retained in Junior high
school and had 4.5 units at the end of ninth grade, he or she
could move on to a continuation high school. Lancaster stayed in
close communication with the grade-level counselors who were
responsible for monitoring students’ progress, and when the
ninth-grade counselor put the 1ist of prospective non-graduates
together, Lancaster was able to explain to parents the student’s
record, the reasons for his or her failure, and the options
available (FN. 6/7/83, p. 23). The principal was opposed to
retention, however, and said she didn’t think it helped students
(101, 3/30/83, Part II). When she reviewed the 1ist near the end
of the school year, she said that it was ridiculous that a ninth
grader who had passed all of his high school exit proficiency
exams was being retained for failing to earn enough passing units
at Emerson FN, 6/7/83, p. 10).

Pedagogy: Lortie (1975) wrote the following about the ideals
of teachers:

Teachers favor outcomes for students which are
not ar~ane. Their purposes, in fact, seem to
be relatively traditional; they want to
praduce "good" people--stucdants who 1ike
Tearning--and they hope they will attain such
goals with all their students. . .
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We find that the goals sought by teachers
cannot be routinely realized. Their ideals
are difficult and demanding: exerting moral
influence, "soldering" students to learning,
and achieving general impact presume great
capacity to penetrate and alter the
consciousness of students. (pp. 132-133)

In his words, we glimpse the essence of teaching, the ideals to
which men and women of that profession largely aspire. Lortie’s
statement also confronts us with the fact that teachers’ goals
for students are difficult to achieve. In this light, what
teachers do in their classrooms, the activities or tasks they

instigate and the ways they involve students, become critically
important.

The variety of strategies and materials used by teachers is
remarkably small given the diverstity of students and contexts in
which they work. Further, we can gather from historical
chronicles and archival representations that the delivery of
instruction has changed little over the centuries. Despite the
aspirations of philosophers, psychologists, sociologists, and
radical educators (Mayhew & Edwards, 1936; Neill, 1960; Skinner,
1948; Smith & Keith, 1971) and the advent of a variety of
audiovisual technologies, a preponderance of whole-group,
teacher-directed instruction remains. Bossert (1979) described
only three categories of pedagogy that commonly occur in schools:

Recitation--An activity that involves the

whole class or a large group of children in a
single task: The children listen to the
question the teacher asks, raise their hands,
wait to be recognized, and give an answer. . . .
The teacher usualiy controls the flow of
questions and answers.

Class Task--¥irksheets, tests, math
assignments, or other tasks assigned to the
entire class.

Multitask--Usually includes tasks like
independent reading, small group and
independent projects, artwork, and crafts.
These activities involve the greatest amount
of pupil choice in organizing and completing
the work. (pp. 44-45)

Teachers’ choice of instructional strategy seems to depend on
many factors. Dunkin and Biddle (1974) noted that the
instructional approach selected by teachers is influenced by
their formative and training experiences and by their own
psychological "properties” (p. 40). In addition, as in our own
corception (see Figure 1, p. v), ‘hey noted the importance of
coniext variables such as community, school size, and student
ethnic composition on classroom practice. (For further examples,
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see Dwyer, Smith, Prunty, & Kleine, in press, a case study of
contextual impact on an educational innovation.) Finally, Dunkin
and Biddle underscore the importance of the students--essential
partners in any instructional task:

Most systems for studying teaching have
concentrated on teacher behavior, assuming,
reasonably, that much of the success of
teaching is in the teacher’s hands. . . . Are
these presumptions adequate? Surely teachers
not only induce but also react to pupil
behavior. . . . In some ways, therefore,
teacher behavior is also a function of pupil
behavior, and the success of the teaching
enterprise rests with pupils as well as with
teachers. (p. 44)

The purpose of our study, of course, is to look beyond the
teacher and his or her students and examine the role of the
principal in the leadership and management of instruction. This
section describes the pedagogy employed .at Emerson Junior High
School and seeks to explain the instructional patterns that we

found by relating them to student, teacher, principal, and other
contextual factors.

There were no explicit policies at Emerson guiding teaching
techniques in the classroom. Each teacher was free to choose his
or her own methods and to determine his or her own allocation of
instructional time (IOI, 3/30/83, Part IT). For the most part,
instruction was delivered in traditional fashion using lecture,
recitation, and seatwork. Two examples demonstrating the range

of instructional practices at the school are briefly described
below.

American history was a required course for eighth graders,
and students were assigned tc Mr. Manning’s classes by computer
on a random basis. Manning believed that the resulting mixed-
ability classes Timited his options for teaching approaches and
made class discussions and other types of recitation difficult.
The backbone of his curriculum, therefore, was a series of
packets consisting of readings and questions, remnants of an
"individualized" program he had once used. For the most part,
students worked independently on this seatwork every day.
Completion of this work and satisfactory performance on tests
would earn a student a "C" grade in the course. Students who
finished their packets early and who wished to earn a higher
grade were assigned various supplementary activities, typically
reading and written reports (FN, 5/3/83, pp. 1-7).

Instruction in Mrs. Chambers’s seventh-grade English classes
was strongly influenced not only by the teacher’s academic goals
but by her perception of her students’ developmental level and
emotional needs. Chambers strove to make her classroom a safe
and pleasant place where students could explore ideas and develop
writing and thinking skills. To this end, she used many open-
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ended discussion topics as she covered the literature components
of her curriculum. During the year of this study, she also
grouped her students into clusters of four students, all boys or
all girls, who sat together for most of the year and spent part
of their time on group projects. Chambers tried to balance the
skill levels of each group so that students could learn from each
other; members of a group often exchanged papers and critiqued
each others’ writing (FN, 5/19/83, pp. 1-5).

When asked how familiar Lancaster was with their
instructional practices and lesson content, most teachers said
that the principal did not know a great deal about what they did
in the classroom. Scme mentioned that she had received copies of
their course outlines, and others stated that her only contact
with classroom operations was during formal observations (TI,
5/17/83, p. 165 TI, 5/24/83, p. 7). Still others indicated that
students frequen "y told the principal what they were doing in
their classes, particularly if there was something they did not
like about the work (TI, 4/25/83, p. 9; TI, 5/24/83, p. 5).
Finally, one group of teachers, those whom the principal regarded
most highly, said that Lancaster visited their classrooms
whenever she conducted tours of Emerson for visitors (TI,
5/12/83, p. 8).

Some of the teachers who discussed Lancaster’s knowledge of
their day-to-day work mentioned that they would like her to visit
more often and see more of what was going on in each of their
various student groups (TI, 5/2/83, p. 6; TI, 5/17/83, p. 8; TI,
5/24/83, p. 6). One teacher whose classes were part of the
"visitors’ tour" expressed disappointment that Lancaster chcse
only her advanced classes, and said that she would 1ike the
principal to see other sections that represented more difficult
teaching situations (TI, 5/12/83, p. 7).

Lancaster, for her part, expected her teachers to maintain
orderly classrooms and to try to keep their students involved
with learning through active teaching and varied activities. She
knew from experience which teachers were doing well in this
regard, and she trusted them to continue to work hard and
exercise their intelligence and creativity (TI, 10/7/82, p. 13).
When the principal observed shortcomings, she provided feedback
by suggestion or question. One day, for example, when Lancaster
covered the classroom of an absent teacher until the substitute
could arrive, she took the opportunity to examine the day’s
lesson; later, she commented briefly to the teacher that she
needed to be better prepared, and she listened to the teacher’s
explanation of her lapses (TI, 10/7/82, p. 13). On another
occasion, the principal used a formal evaluation of a new science
teacher to suggest that he try to incorporate more "laboratory”
or "hands-on" activities for students (SO, 6/22/83, p. 1).
Without being authoritarian or threatening, Lancaster was
communicating to her staff, in both of these instances, what she

expected of them as they worked with students in their subject
areas.
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As was the case with other instructional practices, the
principal reported that the use of homework was determined by
individual teachers and/or departments. Although a district
homework policy did exist, it was sufficiently broad to allow any
school, department, or teacher a virtual carte blanche in the
assignment of homework. The most specific mandate in the
district document was a "guideline" for quantity: 30 minutes of
homework daily in each solid course for students in seventh
through twelfth grades (I0I, 3/30/83, Part II; Doc., July 1980).

Teachers were required to send home copies of their homework
policies with students at the beginning of the year, and
Lancaster asked to see these beforehand (FN, 9/8/82, p. 4). The
principal did not otherwise monitor teachers’ homework practices
in any formal way. She did, however, learn about homework from
her informal conversations with students, and if she regarded an
assignment as particularly creative and interesting, she later
complimented the teacher (TI, 5/24/83, p. 5).

Grouping within classrooms was left entirely to the
discretion of Emerson’s teachers (IOI, 3/30/83, Part II). Some
teachers reported using groups or teams in the classroom for
occasional activities or projects (I, 5/12/83, p. 6; TI, 5/17/83,
p. 3; I, 5/19/83, p. 4). In ESL classes where several levels of
English proficiency were represented, students were divided into
groups according to their skill levels (TI, 6/10/83, p. 5). Many
teachers, however, never used groups.

Chambers’s English classes, described above, demonstrated the
most extreme case of within-ciass grouping. In her classes,
students were assigned to clusters for the better part of the

school year, a strategy to involve students more actively in
their own Tearning.

Lancaster approved of teachers using groups creatively. At
the same time, she was willing to leave grouping decisions in the
hands of the teachers themselves.

Staff Development: Nothing seemed as important to the dozens
of principals with whom we spoke in this study than the quality
of their teachers. Again and again, we were told that teachers
make the difference in the quality of schools. The procurement
and retention of teachers, and the development of their
instructional expertise, then, seem critical in the establishment
of an effective instructional system in any school.

Il11uminating the same point, Shulman (1984) also focused on
teachers in a statement about effective schools that he termed
"outrageous":

I would Tike to suggest another image for you
to carry around in your heads of what an
effective school is like--an image that

goes beyond the empirical view of a school
that produces gains in test scores . . . .
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I’d Tike to suggest a view of an effective
school that you will treat as outrageous. I
think we ought to define effective schools as
those that are educative settings for
teachers. (Address)

Quite rationally, he explained his proposal:

If the quality of education for kids
ultimately depends on how smart teachers are
about their teaching and about their
subjects, what better place for them to Tearn
new things than in the school itself?

Noting our principals’ beliefs about the importance of teachers
and finding no argument with Shulman’s logic, we consider the
topic of staff development a crucial part of the technology of
instructional systems (see also Showers, 1984).

Three common aspects of the day-to-day world of schools seem
germane to conceptualizing staff development as growth or
learning experiences for teachers: a) the supervision of
instruction; b) teacher evaluation; and c) in-service
opportunities for staff. We have already woven the story of
supervision in this school into other portions of the story. For
example, through supervision, we find our principals influencing
social and academic goals, social and academic curriculum, and
pedagogy. In this section, then, we would 1ike to illuminate the
principal’s activities and attitudes regarding teacher evaluation
and discuss her role in the provision of in-service activities
for teachers.

Before describing teacher evaluation at Emerson, we would
Tike to clarify the difference between instructional supervision
and teacher evaluation, because the two are often confused.
McLaughlin (1984) distinguished between the two:

Supervision of teaching and evaluation of
teaching are not the same thing.
Instructional supervision is the process of
facilitating the professional growth of a
teacher by giving the teacher feedback about
classroom interactions and helping the
teacher to make use of that feedback to
become a more effective teacher. Evaluation
is the analysis of overall teaching
performance to meet contractual requirements,
including the measurement of teacher change
and improvement both in teaching and
professional conduct to make personnel
decisions for job placement, tenure,
performance improvement plans, dismissal, and
recognition and promotion.
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The power to supervise is bestowed by
teachers and is intended to create trust
between the teacher and supervisor, to
facilitate teacher learning and develop
teacher autonomy. The power to evaluate is
bestowed by the governing board,
administration, and state regulations . . . .

(p. 4)

Teacher evaluation, the bureaucratic responsibility that
McLaughlin defined, was governed at Emerson by Waverly district
policy. New teachers were evaluated twive their first year, and
then once a year until they achieved tenure. Tenured teachers
were evaluated every other year (IOI, 3/30/83, Part II).

Lancaster and her two assistant principals equally shared the
responsibilities for teacher evaluation. Fach administrator
evaluated teachers in the subjects closest to his or her own
areas of expertise: the instructional assistant principal was in
charge of foreign languages (including ESL and bitingual
programs), music, and English; the administrative assistant
principal handled social studies, mathematics, and special
education; and Lancaster covered the remaining areas. Within
this arrangement, Emerson’s administrators were flexible; if, for
example, there had been "a particular problem with one
administrator and the teacher," according to Lancaster, then
another administrator would subsequently evaluate that teacher
(T1, 10/7/82, p. 18).

The evaluation process began when the teacher submitted his
or her objectives to the appropriate administrator. The teacher
and administrator then met to discuss the objectives and reach an
agreement about them. The administrator conducted one or more
classroom observations, held conferences with the teacher, and
compiled an evaluation report. Copies of the report were sent to
the office of certificated personnel, the assistant superinten-

dent, the teacher, the evaluator, and the school principal (I0I,
3/30/83, Part II).

Although Lancaster emphasized that the "improvement of
instruction in the classroom is an important part of our work"
(T1, 10/7/82, p. 18), she did not believe that rigorous formal
evaluation and monitoring were effective strategies for improving
teachers’ instructional skills. She pointed out that teachers
sometimes refused to sign their evaluation reports if any need
for improvement was indicated, although the form stated that the
teacher’s signature "does not imply agreement" and the teacher’s
position was in no way jeopardized (I0I, 3/30/83, Part II).
Having caen staff members respond to evaluation in this manner,
Lancaster was especially concerned that her teachers not feel
threatened by the procedure (S0, 10/7/82, p. 50).

Lancaster herself sometimes had difficulty meeting all of her
deadlines and saw this as a limitation to her use of evaluation.
In one instance, although she believed a new staff member was not
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teaching effectively, Lancaster was reluctant to give him an
unsatisfactory rating in any assessment area because she had not
adhered to the district timeline. However, she considered having
him submit lesson plans to her next year, and she had indicated
on his evaluation report that she needed to observe more classes
to assess certain components of his program (IOI, 3/30/83, Part
IT; SO, 6/7/83, pp. 7-8).

Lancaster’s statements about evaluation were, to a large
extent, supported by the comments of her staff members. Several
mentioned that she was not "nit-picky" about their work, and that
she did not require them to submit detailed Tesson plans (TI,
4/26/83, p. 6). Some added that she had monitored them more
closely when they were new to Emerson, but that once they had
proved themselves, she checked their work less often (SO,
5/12/83, p. 2).

Teachers typically saw Lancaster’s nonauthoritarian style of
monitoring and evaluating as indications of her trust in their
professional skills. At the same time, they knew what she
expected of them, and a number of teachers reported that
Lancaster could tell if they were meeting these expectations
simply by spending just a few minutes observing their classes
(T1, 4/26/83, pp. 6-7; TI, 5/2/83, p. 12).

If Lancaster downplayed the role of formal teacher evaluation
at Emerson, she supported her staff’s participation in in-service
activities as a strategy for professional growth. Little (1982)
commented on this important aspect of successful schools:

In . . . successful schools, teachers and
administrators [are] more 1ikely to talk
together regularly and frequently about the
business of instruction . . . , more likely to
work together to develop lessons, assignments
and materials, and more likely to teach one
another about new ideas or practices. (p. 40)

Little emphasized the value of school staff members sharing work
on teaching under a "norm of collegiality." In this way,
teachers learn from each other; ideas acquired through
participation in in-service training activities are brought baci
to colleagues, shared in discussions, and processed for useful
incorporation into classroom practice. Facilitating such
exchanges of ideas for the improvement of instruction is a key
role of the principal. The unique position of the principal in
the school organization that permits him or her to support this
aspect of staff development is a persistent theme in the
Titerature (e.g., Rosenblum & Jastrzab, n.d.; Showers, 1984).

When teachers and administrators at Emerson spoke about in-
service opportunities, they referred typically to formal
workshops or courses that were available threugh the Waverly
district or from other sources. Teachers’® enthusiasm for, and
participation in, such opportunities varjed. Some reported no

((
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offerings in their subject areas or said that most offerings were
too superficial (TI, 4/25/83, p. 1; TI, 5/20/83, p. 1). Others
mentioned that more development activities were available through
their professional organizations than through the district, and
some said that they attended such conferences and workshops
regularly (TI, 5/12/83, p. 1; TI, 6/14/83, p. 1). The principal
reported that in-service opportunities were usually funded
through a state assembly bill that targeted money for teachers’
professional development. Emerson’s instructional assistant
principal was in charge of applications for these funds, some of
which Lancaster had helped write, and had been instrumental in
making various opportunities available to Emerson’s teachers
through this program (TI, 3/17/82, p. 14; TI, 10/11/82, pp. 9-
12).

Teachers perceived Lancaster to be a strong supporter of
their professional development activities and were aware of her
efforts to obtain funding for them. They commented that she kept
them informed of opportunities, encouraged and reminded them
about classes and sessions, approved their requests "without
hassles," and said that the principal was aware of who
participated in what activities. In addition, they cited and
appreciated her support in making arrangements to cover their
classes so that they could attend in-service sessions scheduled
on school days (SFI, 5/3/83, p. 1; SFI, 5/20/83, p. 1; SFI,
5/24/83, p. 1; SFI, 6/14/83, p. 1).

In at least one instance, staff development activities had
directly effected the instructional program at Emerson; this
occurred in the English department. As stated earlier, improving
students’ writing skills was a "top priority" at Emerson (TI,
5/26/83, p. 10). A1l of the English teachers had received
training in the methods of the Rcotter Writing Project through a
neighboring university. Most English teachers spoke positively
about this training, and we observed one teacher using its
techniques in her classroom (FN, 3/15/83, pp. 2-3; I, 5/3/83, P.
15 TI, 6/14/83, p. 1).

Thus, Lancaster’s infiluence in these two areas of staff
development--evaluation and in-service activities--was
characteristic of her preferred strategies for shaping other
features of Emerson’s instructional organization. She assumed a
nonauthoritarian stance, communicated her interest and
expectations, provided support, and allowed teachers the freedom
to make their own choices.

Summary: Emerson’s School Ethos

Grace Lancaster believed that school should offer "something
for everyone," and one of her goals for both students and staff
was that they should want to be at school. This meant that
students sheuld have teachers, counselors, and administrators who
Tiked and were skilled at working with young teenagers. It also
meant that teachers should have friendly colleagues and a sup-
portive administration. While such expectations were not always
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satisfied, Emerson, for the most part, embodied Lancaster’s view
of the school as a "service-oriented" organization in which
"people are the most important" (TI, 9/9/82, p. 32).

For students, Emerson offered a variety of experiences aimed
at making the school an appealing place for them. Many of these
had been instituted by Lancaster, including the rap and peer
counseling programs, the student lounge, and regular dances. In
addition, teachers worked actively to involve their students in
learning, and many enriched instruction through student
participation in field trips, contests, and performances. Other
teachers sought to organize instructional activities to assist
the social and emotional development of students.

Emerson’s administrators were both visible and accessible to
students. In this way, they were able to communicate their
interest in youngsters while overseeing their deportment.
Lancaster’s view of students, even those who occasionally
misbehaved, was that most of them were noct "bad kids," and she
treated them accordingly. As a result of her actions and her
influence on Emerson’s staff, the school environment, despite
overcrowded conditions, was safe and orderly without being
repressive.

Emerson’s staff also benefitted from Lancaster’s view about
the importance of pecple. Whether responding to requests
concerning their instructional practices and classes or to
problems related to their personal lives or family
responsibilities, Lancaster attempted to support staff needs
through accommodation, providing resources, or simple
encouragement. Although staff members expressed a variety of
beliefs and approaches, they were tolerant of each other; social
interactions were generally friendly.

In similar fashion, parents who came into contact with the
school and with Lancaster found their needs and concerns being
resolved promptly and courteously. Parent support of Lancaster
and Emerson was evident in the services they performed to assist
with the extracurricular program and with special events.

Thus, the social organization of school 1ife for participants
at Emerson was aimed at creating positive interactions that
promoted involvement, commitment, and satisfaction. Another
contributor to the quality of school 1ife for Emerson’s students
was the school’s formal program, which included a broad range of
course offerings. Students could choose from a variety of
electives, more than the number offered by most of the other
Waverly junior high schools. In addition, bilingual and ESL
programs addressed the needs of a growing minority population.

For teachers, the organization of the formal program
permitted them a great deal of freedom to choose what they taught
and how they taught it. As one teacher said:
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She . . . leaves us alone so that we can do
our jobs and treats us like people. . . .
Because she gives you the slack, you always
use more time and put in extra work and stay
extra days and come before school starts or
stay after school ends to accomplish what you
want to accomplish, because it’s yours and she
Tets you do that. And she has faith in you in
the classroom, and because of that you do a
good job. (TI, 5/24/83, p. 4)

Lancaster rewarded special efforts that teachers made by
supporting them with whatever resources she could obtain.
Supervision of instruction was not rigorous, and formal
evaluations of staff were managed by Lancaster in a
nonthreatening way. Teachers who had proved themselves were
trusted to carry on their work with Tittle monitoring by the
administration. Prcfessional growth and development activities
for teachers were alsc encouraged but not mandated.

Although autonomy was a key theme in the way teachers worked
at Emerson, it was accompanied by many positive social
interactions among staff members. Their cohesiveness was enacted
in their traditional parties at Christmas and the end of the
year. Staff spoke enthusiastically of these gatherings and
valued the opportunities they provided for group celebration.

Not only did these occasions include many members of Emerson’s
professional and support staffs, but they also brought together
former staff, who were still considered part of the extended
Emerson "family." As in other aspects of 1ife at Emerson, Grace
Lancaster played a central role in these events. She enjoyed
these opportunities to spend time with her staff that was devoted
exclusively to socializing.

The inters.ction of social processes and work structure at
Emerson reflected the vision of Grace Lancaster and the
distinctive stamp she had impressed on the organization in her 12
years of Teadership. She believed strongly that it was possible
to create conditions that would encourage students and teachers
to work effectively and enjoy school life. ,Lancaster saw
effective teachers as ones who "expect students to learn, treat
students 1ike individuals, and make students feel good about
themselves" (TI, 3/17/82, p. 6). As an administrator, Lancaster
emphasized teachers’ strengths, minimized their weaknesses, and
made a point "not [to be] petty about small things" (TI, 3/17/82,
p. 13). With these actions, she conveyed the message that
teachers were both trusted and expected to work hard.

The emphasis at Emerson was on freedom and flexibility, with
individual needs and circumstances always being taken into
account. As the administration dealt with students and staff and
as teachers worked with students in and out of the classroom, the
values, norms, and beliefs that shaped interactions stressed
democratic and humanistic ideals. Despite Emerson’s size, the
heterogeneiiy of its staff and students, the complexity of its
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program, and the uncertain conditions under which it often
operated, school operations were guided by a mission of humane
service. Policies and practices were designed and implemented as

tools for creating an effective and satisfying experience for
staff and students alike.
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PATTERNS AND PROCESSES
IN THE PRINCI:» S ROLE AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER

Finding Instructional Lea rship in Principals’ Routine Actions

We want to remind the reader, after this long descriptive
narrative about Grace Lancaster and Emerson Junior High School,
our collaboration with this principal and others began as we
sought to understand the principal’s role in instructional
lTeadership and management. We turned first to prior research
about principals and found a major contradiction: While
descriptive studies argued that the work of principals is varied,
fragmented, and little concerned with instructional matters
(Peterson, 1978; Pitner, 1982; Sproull, 1979), effective-school
studies proffered the centrality of principals in the development
of potent instructional organizations (Armor et al., 1976;
Brookover & Lezotte, 1977; Edmonds, 1979).

Attempting to resolve this enigma, we interviewed dozens of
principals and completed an intensive, eight-week pilot study.
Based on these preliminary efforts, we strongly suspected that
principals could be key agents in the creation of successful
instructional settings:

The intensiveness of the method employed in
[our pilot studies] has allowed a very
different concept of leadership behavior to
emerge. This concept is one that visualizes
instructional leadership accruing from the
repetition of routine and mundane acts
performed in accord with principals’
overarching perspectives on schooling.

If such is the case, research procedures must
be finely tuned and pervasive enough in the
school to reveal those behaviors and trace
their effects. A lack of such thorough and
field-based procedures may account for the
frequent report that principals are not
effective instructional leaders or that they
do not occupy themselves with instructional

matt$rs. (Dwyer, Lee, Rowan, & Bossert, 1983,
p. 57)




This statement contained both conceptual and methodological
premises that were distinct from those embodied in other studies
about school principails.

Conceptually, we began our yearlong studies of principals
attuned to the importance of routine activities like the ones we
had noted during our piiot work: monitoring, controlling and
exchanging information, planning, interacting with students,
hiring and training staff, and overseeing building maintenance.
We had written about these behaviors:

These are the routine and mundane acts through
which principals can assess the working status
of their organizations and the progress of
their schools relative to long-term goals.
They are the acts which allow principals to
alter the course of events midstream: to
return aberrant student behavior to acceptable
norms; to suggest changes in teaching style or
intervene to demonstrate a preferred form of
instruction; to develop student, teacher, or
community support for programs already
undcrway; to develop an awareness of changes in
the organization that must be made in the
future. (Dwyer, Lee, Rowan, & Bossert, 1983,
p. 54)

The "success" of these actions for instructional management, we

wrote, "hinges . . . on the principal’s capacity to connect them
to the instructional system" (p. 54;, for we had found that the

principals with whom we worked believed that they could and did

influence the instructional systems in their schools.

We also found that each of our principals held a working
theory of his or her instructiona® system--an overarching
perspective--that guided nis or her actions. Those overarching
perspectives were complex constellations of personal experience,
community and district "givens," principals’ behaviors, and
instructional climate and organization variables that offerad
both direct and circuitous routes along which orincipals could
influence their schools and the experiences their students

encountered daily. (Our generalized model is illustrated in
Figure 1 in the Foreword.)

+he purposes uf principals’ actions, however, were not always
transparent, and the consequences of their activities were not
necessarily immediate. In addition, the impact of routine
behaviors might be cunulative; we would have to watch the same
actions again and again before we could see nuticeable change in
the instructional systems of our schools. Thus, finding the
subtle linkages between principals’ actions and instructional
outcomes in schools would require the most intensive effort we
could mount; we needed to spind as much time as possible in our
schools; we needed to question participants in the scenes we




witnessed about their interactions, and about the purposes and
outcomes of principals’ actions.

We accomplished this intensive examination of the daily work
of principals primarily with a combination of observation and
interview procedures which we called the shadow and the
reflective interview. (See the companion volume, Methodology,
for a full descripticn of these procedures.) The intensive
application of the full range of our inquiry activities aligned
our work with the research tradition variously called educational
ethnography, participant observation, or case study by its
leading practitioners (e.g., Becker, Greer, Hughes, & Strauss,
1961; Cicourel et al., 1974; Smith, 1978; Spindler, 1982; Walker,
1932; Wax, Wax, & DuMont, 1964).

We spent over a thousand hours in our 12 schools, an effort
that yielded approximately 10,000 pacies of descriptive material
about the work of principals. When we analyzed this body of
material to discover simply what principals do, we found that
their activities could be broken down intc nine categories of
principals’ routine behaviors:

Goal Setting & Planning: Defining or
determining future outcomes. Making decisions
about, or formulating means for, achieving
those ends. -

Yonitoring: Reviewing, watching, checking,
being present without a formal evaluation
intended.

Evaluating: Appraising or judging with reg: d
to persons, programs, material, etc. May
include providing feedback.

Communicating: Various forms of verbal
exchange, including greeting, informing,
counseling, commenting, etc. Also includes
forms of nonverbal communication such as
physical contacts, gestures, and facial
expressions.

Scheduling, Allocating Resources, &
Organizing: Making decisions about
allocations of time, space, materials,
personnel, and energy. Arranging or
coordinating ,rojects, programs, or events.

Staffing: Hiring and placement of teaching
staff, specialists, and support personnel.

Modeling: Demonstrating teaching techniques
or strategies of interaction for teachers,
other staff, parents, or students.
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Governing: Decision making with regard to
policy. Legislating, enforcing policy or
rules.

Filling In: Substituting for another staff
member (nurse, maintenance person, secretary,
teacher) on a temporary basis.

We found that well over 50% of our observations of principals fit
the Communicating categery and that Monitoring, Scheduling/
Allocating Resources/Organizing, and Governing encompassed most
of our remaining observations. Analyzing our interviews with
teachers about what principals do produced nearly an identical
profile.

Our profiles of what principals do in their schools--their
behaviors--illustrate, again, what many others have reported:
Principals’ activities are typically very short, face-to-face
interactions with students, teachers, parents, or other
participants in school organizations; their interactions usually
occur almcst anywhere but in their own offices; and the topics of
their interactions change frequently and abruptly. A study by
Morris, Crowson, Hurwitz, and Porter-Gehrie (1982), for example,
reported that the principal’s day is composed of "school
monitoring behaviors," ‘"serving as school spokesperson,”
"serving the school staff interrally as a disseminator of
information," and "serving the school as both disturbance handler
and resource allocat.r" (p. 689). Another study (Martin &
Willower, 1981) likzned the principal’s work to private sector
management after a Mintzberg-type study of the activities of
school principals. They, too, found that principals’ work is
characterized by "variety, brevity, and fragmentation" (p. 79),
and that the preponderance (84.8%) of the activities of the
principals who participated in their study invoived "purely
verbal elements" (p. 80).

These researchers concluded from their observations that the
principal’s role as an instructional leader is relatively minor.
Morris et al. stated that "instructional leadership (in terms of
classroom observation and teacher supervision) is npot the central

focus of the principalship" (p. 689), while Martin and Willower
reported:

Perhaps the most widely heralded role of the
principal is that of instructional leader,
which conjures up images of a task routine
dominated by the generation of innovative
curricula and novel teaching strategies. The
principals in this study spent 17.4% of their
time on instructional matters. . . . [T]he
majority of the routine education of
youngsters ‘that occurred in the schools was
?1ear;{ the province of the teaching staff.
p. 8
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Another recent study by Newburg and Glatthorn (1983) also
concluded that "for the most part principals do not provide
instructional leadership" (p. v).

The major problem with these studies, we believe, lies in an

overly narrow conception of instructional leadership that is

implicitly rational and bureaucratic, despite the fact that
principals work in organizations that have been described as
"loosely coupled" (Meyer & Rowan, 1978; Weick, 1976) and even
"disorderly" (Perrow, 1982). Only those behaviors that were
directly and formally concerned with instruction were examined,
and researchers acknowledged that they could make little sense of
the vast majority of principals’ activities. The Morris group
wrote:

Everything seems to blend together in an
undifferentiated jumble of activities that are
presumably related, however remotely, to the
ongoing rhythm and purpose of the larger
enterprise. (1982, p. 689)

The major purpose of our study was to untangle that
previously "undifferentiated jumbtle" of principal behaviors to
see how the principal influenced instruction through the culture
of the school (Firestone & Wilson, 1983) or through the-exercise
of routine activities (Dwyer, Lee, Rowan, & Bossert, 1983). To
take this necessary step, we examined the meanings principals and
other participants in the school settings attributed to
principals’ activities. As both Greenfield (1982) and Bridges
(1982) had recommended, we probed for the antecedents and
consequences of principals’ behaviors.

We considered the entire range of behaviors from the
thousands of pages that we had acquired during our yeariong
study, looking for the purposes of those acts--the targets of
principals’ activities. The reflective interviews proved to be
the most revealing documents, since they captured insiders’
perspectives about the meanings of principals’ actions. Again,
we produced a list of categories that encompassed all of our
episodes. These "targets" or purposes included:

Work Structure: A1l components related to the
task of delivering instruction.

Staff Relations: Outcomes concerning the

feelings and/or personal needs of individual
staff members.

Student Relations: Outcomes concerning the
feelings, attitudes, or personal needs
(academic, social, or psychological) of
students.

Safety & Order: Features of the physical
organization, rules, and procedures of the
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school that influence the safety of members
and the capacity of members to carry out their
work.

Plant & Equipment: Elements of the physical
plant such as the building, grounds,
audiovisual equipment, office machines, etc.

Community Relations: Outcomes concerning the
attitudes and involvement of parents or other
community members.

Institutional Relations: Outcomes related to
the district office, other schools, or other
formal organizations outside the school.

Institutional Ethos: School culture or
spirit. May refer to features of the school
program or to a "tone" that contributes to the
school’s unique identity and constitutes
shared meaning among members of the school
organization.

Combining the nine types of routine behaviors previously
discussed with these eight targets or purposes provided a matria
of 72 discrete action cells. Combining behavior with purpose in
this manner helped reveal patterns in the previously chaotic
impressions of principals’ actions. Sometimes these patterns
were related to contextual or personal idiosyncrasies in the
settings; sometimes they could be attributed to principals’
carefully reasoned approaches. But in all instances, we found
interesting leadership stories, where principals strived within
their Timits to set conditions fo-, or the parameters of,
instruction.

In this manner, we believe we have taken a significant step
in revealing various ways in which principals can exercise
instructional leadership. The remaining section of this case
study of Principal Grace Lancaster discusses the results of our
analysis of her routine behaviors and illustrates the manner in
which we believe Lancaster led the instructional program at her
school.

Lancaster’s Enactment of Instructional Leadership

We have related the disparate opinions about the role of the
principal as instructional leader found in the research
literature. Further, we have noted the importance we place on
the routine actions of principals--what other researchers have
called an "undifferentiated jumble" of activities; we belijeve
that principals can use their routine activities to influence
their instructional organizations significantly. In this final
section of the Lancaster case study, we will delve into that
jumble, find an order that is related to the specific context in




which Lancaster worked, and disclose a cogent picture of her role
as instructional leader at Emerson Junior High School.

By introducing Emerson’s setting and actors, portraying a day
in the life of Grace Lancaster, and describing the instructional
climate and orgariization of the school, we presented a plethora
of details about Emerson Junior High School. The purpose of our
narrative was to give the reader a holistic impression of this
setting and principal. fet, while the narrative does provide the
necessary background for our story of instructional leadership,
we must now construe the data to illuminate Lancaster’s role and
the impact of her routine actions in that organization.

After completing the field portion of our study, we sorted
the hundreds of Lancaster’s activities that we observed into the
nine behavior categories established in our analysis (see pages
67-68); the result is presented in Figure 4 {p. 72),
"Distribution of Principal Lancaster’s Routine Behaviors." This
figure illustrates what Lancaster did in her school during the
time we spent there. In this display, we can see that
Lancaster’s routine behaviors, like those of every other
principal in our study, were predominately acts of -communication
(59.7%). One easily recalls from the narrative the number of
instances in which Lancaster talked with students, staff,
community members, and district personnel. Most of these
interactions were brief face-to-facc conversations, usually with
one or two individuals.

Figure 4 also shows that substantial percentages of
Lancaster’s activities could be described as acts of
Scheduling/Allocating Rescurces/Organizing (17.7%), Monitoring
(10.2%), and Governing (7.4%). Specific examples of these types
of behaviors can be recalled from the narrative: Lancaster
Jjuggled classrooms and teachers in an cvercrowded facility;
provided teaching materials for a substitute teacher; supervised
the cafeteria and grounds during lunch hotr; and advised her
assistant principals on discipline matters. Relatively few of
Lancaster’s behaviors were coded as Evaluating {1.9%), Filling In
(1.6%), Staffing (1.5%), and Modeling (0.1%); we observed no
instances of Goal Setting (0.0%) while we were in the setting.

Although this breakdown of Lancaster’s behaviors highlights
her preference for conducting school business through face-to-
face encounters, it does not reveal the purposes of her
activities or the consequences of her acts. The next step in
understanding principals’ roles is to discover why they do what
they do. On pages 69-70, we described eight categories of
purposes to which principals, teachers, and students assigned the
behaviors of the principals that we witnessed in our 12 research
settings. These meanings, when combined with principals’
behaviors, disclose purposeful actions where previous researchers
saw only an "undifferentiated jum.le."

The four largest clusters of Lancaster’s actions, when
examined in sequence, reveal that the primary target of her most
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routine behaviors was Emerson’s work structure, ccmprising ali
those proximal or distal components related to the delivery of
instruction. (See Figures 5, 6, 7, and 8 on pages 74, 75, 76,
and 77.) In fact, 34% of Lancaster’s activities were aimed at
influencing some aspect of the work structure. The same figures
indicate that her next largest target categories were staff
relations (15%) and safety and order (14%).

Another way to examine Lancaster’s actions is to focus on the
72 combinations of principal behaviors and targets in our
analytic scheme. This analysis reveals that about three quarters
of Lancaster’s actions (74%) fell into only nine of those cells.
Rank ordered, her most routine activities included:

Communicating/Work Structure (13%)
Communicating/Staff Relations (13%)

Scheduling, Allocating Resources/Work Structure (10%)
Communicating/Student Relations (9%)
Communicating/Institutional Relations (9%)
Communicating/Community Relations (7%)
Communicating/Safety & Order (5%)

Monitoring/Work Structure (4%)

Governing/Safety & Order (4%)

If we begin with this analysis of Lancaster’s most routine
actions as principal of Emerson Junior High School and add to it
the array of facts presented in the narrative about the school’s
setting and actors--the community and district, Lancaster’s own
background and beliefs, the nature of the instructional climate
and organization at Emerson, and Lancaster’s aspirations for her
school and her students--we get a very complete picture of
Emerson Junior High School. The meaning or purpose of
Lancaster’s "jumble" of routine actions also becomes patently
clear.

The general model we illustrated in Figure 1 (p. v) can be
used to frame an overarching perspective of instructional
management at Emerson. The community and institutional context
"boxes" indicate fundamental system "givens," aspects of the
tmerson context that Lancaster could not usually control and that
influenced her decisions. The community that Emerson served was
multiracial, multiethnic, and predominately lower middle-class.
Because of the school’s good reputation and Waverly’s open
enrollment policy, Emerson attracted students from a variety of
econcimic and cultural backgrounds; their parents might be very
poor, comfortably well-off, recent immigrants, unemployed, single
parents, or professionals. These background factors, combined
with the developmental needs of young adolescents, increased the
complexity of the tasks facing Emerson’s principal and staff.

Conditions in the Waverly district also presented Lancaster
with "givens" that could not be ignored or avoided. The
structure of the central office had recently been reorganized
under the leadership of a new superintendent, and during the year
of this study, the Waverly district faced a budget deficit of




Vi

c6 "

L

Butrqapotunuwwosq suo1qoy aurlNoy
6 ,J23spoup] [pdioutud 40 uorlINgrulstg g dunbr g

(16°1 Buriongoay

9 (L85 Buriootuneec

(@201 butsoyjuoy

o
am butiag joog . \\\
(19" ur-burfqy e BN

!
o

ar 0 Butumaog

&45430 Iivy ~ D

S04 [DUOEINTIIBU] & |

SUOIIOIBY |DUDIINIEIBU] « 9

SUO D8y A} juruwd) w 4

a T.:— Jusmdinby 3 quoid = 3
ash &l spoy 3 A38yps - g
SUC|ID[BY IUBPAIS =

SUOIIDIBY J4DIS = 8

SUNIINIIS HIOR & ¥

suoi3oy sjodidujag

T.:uooo:< ! jo e186.0; spusbe

(L L) burppaypg

~




e e e

NAVIIVAY AJ0D 1838
CH .
A @ M\J c
Burziuobug puo ‘sdsunosay
Buyqypooyy ‘bBurinpayog 15UOT3DY BUTIINOY
S ,483SDOUDT jedioutag jo uoranquulsig  :9 aanb1 4
(16°'1) Butaonioaz
R EA (1L 65) Bui3001unmecy
7 AR G N
Bu ) A%,
(20D Butsotuoy \\ , Lo : ;
\.\\\.\\\\\\\ >, < ¥ .m&%
\ \\M\\ 7 X 3 R K0 \%
am bupriag [oog RIHR S
gy ui-burjiry —- S 7.
.
: 2
o
@ry) butuszacy Z X
R KSR s0433 _ocwﬂ““_w»._g_;u ”m
\ -7 SR suojjD |8y _oto..u:.:uoc_ -9
(219 Buijapoy R S s emra - 5
. d 37 304~ 3
(15°1) butjyorg a0 3 aesos « 0
SuUC 308y IUSPNIg =« 3
. suO (O [BY §3PI5 = B
'} BINITNLYG MO = ¥
T._:ouo:( | suo 3oy .&lodioulug

(aL-Ln mc:eap_uw 3. 0 4o sisbao) rpusben




9¢

AL

rrt

mchowﬂcox

(26°5) Burionioag

/ 5
3
>

v
(12 °01) Butuoiuoy
3
4
N 0
a0 buriag
g1 viBil 13 i) 7
L A V\\\\ Z, 7
S
/ ORZ,
. vQ\ Q\NWN\
(31 '0) butuseacy ﬂmm\wmw.uvAA\““
) \\\ i
@14 Burjapoy .
@s- 1 buiyyoag \WHM\\ Z

buyaogopy 3
(L L1y Burpnpeys

ISUO T30y BUIINOY
s ,493600up] [pdidulud 40 UO1ANGLUASI(]

t/ ®unb1 4

(1L 65 Huryooiunees,

uBy30 jIY =
804313 [PUO}INIIIBU[ =
SUOIID[BY [DUOLINGIIBU] =
SUC|ID (@Y A3 juneme0]) =
quawdinby § w4 =
“bpag 3 438405 -

SUC|ID [BY BPIIG =
SUCIID|BY 34D3IS =
S4NIONIIG HIOR =

«cPDUOwu IO

suoiyay slodidutay
40 s306u0]  pusban




€6

b

buiuuaaog :suorqoy auilgnoy
s ,4d3sboubp] [pdioutdd jo uolangruasig 18 aJnb1 4

a6° bulionoag

(12°D1) Buj o3 juoy O

aemc_:mm_os
(19" ui-bupiy

(2L €S) Pulq09junemo)

e
4

2
ay 0 Bupusasey 7 §
\\.\\U“Nwwm“ﬂw\\\ \\\\
Z 447
\\\\\ \\v\““V\\\
7
7

a_.v?:%ox
as D bupzog

bujooojiy 3
@i Ly bujinpagog

s4343(0 (Vv

S04y33 [DUC|IN §isu]
SLO L0 BY [DUO|INY 38U
SUQ [0 [0y A3 1UNwe0)
Jubsdinby 3 juolg
aBpug 3 438408

SUO |0 [8Y JLBPNIS

L0 {308y 34035
BIN3DNIG HIOK

suoj3oy ,elodiougay
30 s38bu0)

s 8 8 8 ¥ 0B B
CcOLUOWWLIO

pusben

~
~




]

several million dollars. As a result, Lancaster found herself
facing more problems than usual with the slow-moving district

bureaucracy.

Along with these difficulties, Lancaster was required to
respond to unanticipated conditions at the Emerson site. At the
start of the school year, Emerson’s enrollment figure of 1,200
was about 100 above the projected figure from the previous
spring. Many of the new students were limited- and non-English
speakers, which placed unusual demands on the bilingual and ESL
programs.- The creation of new class sections was complicated, in
turn, by the shortage of classroom space at the school.

Because of these "givens," Lancaster had to spend much of her
time and energy organizing resources at Emerson so that the work
of the school could be carried forward. At the most basic level,
this meant coordinating regular and substitute teachers,
students, physical space, and instructional materials on an
ongoing basis for at least the first two months of the school
year, until final staffing determinations were made by the
central office. And the overcrowded conditions at the school
made the task of maintaining safety and order more complex and
time-consuming for Lancaster and her assistant principals.

Other "givens" that influenced Lancaster’s leadership style
as Emerson’s principal were her beliefs and experiences.
Lancaster viewed schools as "service-oriented" places where
“people are the most important”; she translated this belief into
a concern for the quality of experiences that students and
teachers shared at Emerson. Lancaster addressed this concern not
only through the organization and operation of the Emerson
program but also through her willingness to consider the needs of
all members of the school community. Her desire to create a
humanistic, democratic, nonthreatening, safe, and secure
environment for individuals at Emerson was a fundamental impetus
to her leadership activities as she respondad to the demands
described above.

How Lancaster used these activities to shape the climate and
orgenization of Emerson Junior High, the reasons for her actions,
the constraints that she faced, and the consequences that ensued
are discussed in the remainder of this document.

Establishing the Instructional Climate: Lancaster’s view of
instructional climate encompassed both physical and psychological
factors. Lancaster maintained that instruction could not occur
unless students and staff had a secure envirenment, and many of
her behaviors were targeted at safety and order. However,
Lancaster recognized that members of the Emerson community needed
to feel not only safe but also comfortable and happy. Thus, many
of her activities and statements were directed toward staff and
student relations, emphasizing building positive attitudes and
good feelings among Emerson’s participants.
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Lancaster’s daily routines at Emerson included clusters of
activities that focused on these physical and psychological
aspects of climate. In addition, the principal tried to
communicate her beliefs to members of the Emerson staff whose
behavior did not seem to promote Lancaster’s vision of schools.
The first section of our analysis, therefore, examines the
patterns and processes in Lancaster’s activities that were
directed at shaping the climate for instruction at Emerson.
Whenever possible, antecedents and consequences of her activities
are described and examined from the point of view of both
Emerson’s participants and the observer.

Both of the climate themes--safety/order and participant
affect--emerged early in the field work. In the first week of
school, Lancaster assigned teachers to emergency supervision
responsibilities during their conference hours, and the staff
volunteered to supervise the building and grounds for 15 minutes
of their Tunch hour. Lancaster considered these strategies to be
important even though, as she stated, "nothing happens" (that is,
no emergencies arise that require the additional security); she
wanted to make sure youngsters understood that staff members were
serious about expecting appropriate behavior. "If a kid comes
out of the classroom, he’s going to see that someone’s there,"
she said (TI, 9/9/82, p. 35).

The issue of staff relations also received Lancs ter’s prompt
attention. At the first staff meeting of the schoo year,
Lancaster began on a personal note by asking teachers about their
summer activities; her manner of questioning indicated her
personal interest in her staff members. and listeners’ comments
conveyed interest in their colleagues. The impression for the
observer was that this was re* ¢ 1ply a ceremonial gesture on
Lancaster’s part but an indica..on of the social cohesiveness of
the Emerson staff (FN, 9/8/82, pp. 1-2).

Concern for both aspects of climate continued to occupy
Lancaster throughout the school year. When the principal was
required to make decisions among competing demands, her actions
always reflected her awareness of the needs of the organization,
her own vision of what a school should be, and her beliefs about
appropriate strategies for school leadership.

Many of Lancaster’s activities throughout the year were
directed at maintaining the ton. of Emerson as a serious, orderly
work place, a responsibility that she shared with her iwo
assistant principals. She accomplished this task in large part
by assuming daily supervision duties: Before classes started in
the morning, she monitored the grounds; each lunch hour found her
in the cafeteria and on the patio; and at the end of the day, she

stood in front of the main entrance overseeing students as they
left the building.

Lancaster’s supervision of students involved three types of
activities: monitoring, communicating, and governing. Her
presence in the various locations she supervised allowed her to
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monitor students’ behavior for appropriateness. (Refer to Figure
7 for distribution of Lancaster’s monitoring activities.)
Although serious breaches of conduct sometimes occurred at
Emerson, for the most part inappropriate behavior was limited to
such minor infractions as students running instead of walking,
not emptying their trays before leaving the cafeteria, using
inappropriate language, or being out of class without permission.

In all cases, Lancaster’s strategies for responding to
deviations from expected behavior were generally consistent with
her emphasis on a humanistic approach and her view that students
should meet the expectations that are set for them.

Consequently, she most typically responded to minor deviations by
communicating her concern to the students involved. (Refer to
Figure 5 for distribution of Lancaster’s communicating
activities.) Those who Tooked as if they would be late for class
were simply reminded to hurry. Those who failed to clean up the
trash from their eating areas were asked to pay more attention.
Lancaster seldom resorted to harsher measures unless a serious
offense such as a fight occurred.

When she was required to be more directive, Lancaster’s way
of governing safety and order at Emerson was an extension of her
beliefs about school and students. (Refer to Figure 8 for
distribution of Lancaster’s governing activities.) One day, for
example, she encountered on the patio during class time a small
boy who was wearing jeans and an undershirt. She approached him
and said, "Honey, where’s your shirt? You’re supposed to be
wearing a shirt." He told her that it was in a duffle bag that
another boy had taken. Her response was to tell him that she
would see what she could do to help him. She spent the next 10
to 15 minutes taking care of the matter so that the youngster
would have his belongings returned to him before he was expected
to return to class (FN, 10/5/82, pp. 4-5).

Given the size and heterogeneity of Emerson’s student body,
the physical limitations of the site, and the school’s location
in the midst of an urban environment, one would not be surprised
to see sterner measures for maintaining order than were observed
at the school. At other junior high schools in the Waverly
district, for example, all entrances to the campus except the
main one were kept locked during school hours; at Emerson this
was not necessary. Other junior high school staffs included half
a dozen campus supervisors for 600 students; Emerson employed two
supervisors for its 1,200 students, one of them a middle-aged
woman. For the most part, supervision of students at Emerson was

accomplished with little coercion. This was especially true of
Lancaster’s strategies.

As we have seen, Lancaster’s actions in supervising safety
and order at Emerson focused on nurturing students and
communicating expectations for their behavior without provoking
defensiveness. Her ability to employ such strategies effectively
was directly Tinked to the importance she placed on attending to
students at Emerson in a highly individualized way. For
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Lancaster, supervision was not carried out simply as an end in
itself, a strategy for maintaining order; it was also an
opportunity to be visible and accessible to students and a chance
to communicate to them her personal interest in their welfare--
all contributors to the psychological or affective component of
climate.

Having described above the various activities with which
Lancaster instilled safety and order at Emerson, we now shift our
attention to the activities that she aimed at an important
affective component of climate--student relations.

Lancaster believed that schools were service organizations
that existed to meet the needs of students. "We are all here
because of the students," she said (TI, 9/9/82, p. 32). Thus,
she strove to create at Emerson a climate where students would be
happy. One of the ways she accomplished this was by
communicating her personal interest in her students, thereby
shaping her relationships with them, their perceptions of
Emerson, and their feelings of well-being. (Refer to Figure 5
for distribution of Lancaster’s communicating activities.) She
often greeted youngsters by name, placed her hand on their arms,
teased and inquired about their social lives, asked about their
families, and checked on their recovery from illnesses and
injuries. Almost no student concern was too minor to merit
Lancaster’s attention: She directed new students to classrooms
and offices, taught them how to open their lockers, allowed
students to store items in her office or use it to study during
lTunch hour, and helped them locate lost items.

In addition, a considerable portion of Lancaster’s
interactions with students involved responding to some kind of
special problem or distress. The reader will recall the
principal’s intervention between a student and teacher at an
assembly, her attention to student requests for class changes,
and her resolution of a student’s request to bring a visitor to
her classes. When Lancaster’s supervisory responsibilities made
her aware of student problems, she resolved these on the spot
whenever she could. In the cafeteria, for example, she checked
to make sure a student whose parents were not working was listed
on the free Tunch roster, and she loaned money to another student
who was surprised when her name did not appear on the 1list (FN,
10/5/82, p. 23).

Lancaster was especially aware of how students’ needs and
interests could be thwarted by bureaucratic procedures, and she
considered it important for her to help youngsters "work the
system" (TI, 9/9/82, p. 33). For example, when she was
approached by a foreign-born student who wanted to know if her
younger brother was eligible to enroll at Emerson under the open
enrollment policy, Lancaster personally attended to the case
throughout a busy morning, because she realized that the
youngsters had not been in this country very long, the other
junior high did not have a good reputation, and the girl wanted
her brother to be at Emerson very badly (TI, 9/9/82, pp. 32-33).
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Finally, at the end of the morning, she turned to the little boy,
Teaned over slightly, held out her hand to him, and said, "You’re

going to be at Emerson." He solemnly shook her hand and thanked
her in a soft voice (FN, 9/9/82, pp. 1-16).

As a result of lLancaster’s methods, students perceived her as
a fair and helpful administrator and they viewed Emerson as a
good school. Students cited many ways in which Lancaster was
friendly and caring toward them, and they provided numerous
examples of ways in which Lancaster’s supervisory *tasks were
carried out fairly without undue harshness, sternness, or anger.
At the end of the year, following the graduation ceremony,
Lancaster shared with the observer a note she had received from
one of her graduates. The boy expressed his appreciation to
Lancaster for all the help she had given him during his three
years at Emerson and thanked her for being the best principal he
had ever had (SO, 6/16/83, p. 7). These perceptions of Emerson’s
students are an indicator of the quality of school Tife that they
experienced at the school.

We have argued that this quality was part of the vision of
schools that guided Grace Lancaster’s leadership. And we have
illustrated how her routine actions in regard to students--
supervising safety and order and communicating with youngsters--
contributed to that quality. However, Lancaster’s efforts to
shape Emerson into an organization that was responsive to the
needs of individuals extended beyond students to include her
staff and the community members served by the school as well. As
we observed her day-to-day activities and interactions, we became
aware of the extent to which her communications with these groups
attended to their needs, promcted harmonious reiations, and
generated high Jevels of satisfaction with Emerson. (See Figure
5 for distribution of Lancaster’s communicating activities.)
Therefore, we continue our discussion of Lancaster’s influence on
climate by Tooking at her actions concerning staff and community
relations.

Lancaster’s strategies to develop and maintain positive
relations among her staff members have their origins in a belief
that she considered important. In her view, "An effective
principal builds on the teacher’s strengths, and doesn’t write
him nasty 1ittle notes about . . . weakness[es]" (TI, 3/17/82, p.
13). She also believed that staff should enjoy being at school
and that she could contribute to such feelings by interacting
with them in a nonthreatening and nonauthoritarian manner.

These beliefs did not mean that Lancaster was unaware of, or
unconcerned about, teachers’ shortcomings. She was well aware
which staff members were lazy, unccoperative, and incompetent.
But she believed that the best way to work with such people was
to build a positive work environment, expose them to new ideas,
and allow them freedom of choice. These were all ways of
providing support for staff, and Lancaster underscored this
important dimension of her work by the many ways in which she
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personally communicated interest in staff members and attempted
to accommodate their individual needs and concerns.

These two elements of Lancaster’s dealings with staff--
interest and accommodation--went hand in hand and built upon each
other. She communicated her interest in her teachers as
individuals through her daily interactions with them, inquiring
about a staff member’s family or weekend as well as about events
as school. This interest not only contributed to building
positive relations but also provided Lancaster with information
to which she responded on an individual basis. Many examples of
such actions have been provided in earlier sections, from
Lancaster’s organization of the schedule of courses to
accommodate individual needs to her obtaining financial help for
a student teacher. Thus, lLanca-ter translated her interest in
her staff members’ personal lives into decisions and actions that
communicated still more emphatically her concern for the well-
being of these individuals.

Besides acting on her knowledge of staff members’ lives in
various ways that supported their needs, Lancaster also used this
information to help understand teachers’ behavior at school. For
example, when a teacher was offended by the tone of a note she
had received from her department head, she told Lancaster that
their colleague needed to be more diplomatic. 1In a later
conversation about the incicent, lLancaster placed this lack of
diplomacy into context for the observer, explaining that the
department chair was an excellent, hard-working teacher: "School
is [this teacher’s] life," she said (FN, 10/7/82, p. 25).
Lancaster commented that the teacher did not understand how her
actions offended her colleagues and cited some of the woman’s
personal history that may have contributed to her inability to
recognize ways in which she offended others (FN, 10/7/82, pp. 25-
26).

Lancaster’s remarks were not intended to excuse this poor
behavior but rather to understand it and to place it in
perspective with the positive qualities that the woman brought to
her work. By seeking to understand sources of problems, she was

~ better prepared to accept and deal with people’s shortcomings.

We speculate that this capacity to understand the multiple
factors and pressures that contributed to staff members’ actions
was one quality that enabled Lancaster to develop and maintain
positive relations with her staff.

Besides showing interest in her teachers, accommodating their
personal needs, and placing their actions in perspective,
Lancaster used another communication strategy that we suspect
contributed to positive relations with her staff. This was her
practice of sharing information with individuals with no apparent
intent except to keep them apprised of what was going on in the
school and the district. Her conversations with central office
staff, for example, were routinely shared with the assistant
principals, the secretaries, and teachers, even when the
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information was not immediately and directly relevant to them
(FN, 6/12/83, pp. 12, 15-16).

While Lancaster’s employment of this strategy may not have
been a conscious effort on her part to develop cohesion and
commitment among Emerson’s staff, our observations of the day-to-
day exchanges between the principal and her staff led us to
believe that this practice was a powerful means by which
Lancaster managed to shape school culture and a positive climate
at Emerscn. These seemingly gratuitous interactions were
Lancaster’s way of bringing staff members to the "inside" by
letting them know what was going on, such as the latest
bureaucratic snag at the central office, the most recent problem
that she had been asked to deal with, or the most humorous remark
made that day by a student. In sharing such information,
including her own feelings about these situations, Lancaster was
indirectly communicating to staff her own vaiues, beliefs, and
goals. These were ways of sharing with others her vision of what
Emerson could be and of creating a sense of belonging for others
in that enterprise. Such sharing by Lancaster also encouraged
others to share their thinking with her.

That Lancaster’s efforts were effective in developing
positive staff relations was reflected not only by staff members’
comments about their principal, their colleagues, and their
school, but also by their actions. When the Waverly district
announced plans at the end of the school year to reassign
principals to new schools, the entire Emerson staff signed a
lTetter to the school board arguing that such a change was
unnecessary. Conversations in the staff lunchroom reiterated the
arguments. Questions about the advisability of rotating school
administrators were directed at the observer, and one teacher
made a point of asking if the observer was noting the teachers’
responses to the proposed change so that they could be included
in this case study (SO, 5/26/83, p. 1). One of the secretaries
from the main office said that she would take a year off if
Lancaster were replaced, as she did not want to work with someone
else. The other secretary said that she thought that teachers
and support staff "wouldn’t cooperate very well" with a new
principal (SO, 5/24/83, p. 3). Both of these women regarded
themselves and Lancaster as a team that worked well together and
that should not be broken up.

This outpouring of support for Lancaster was a clear
indication of the strength of the ties that the principal had
established over time with her staff members. Their protest was
not simply a matter of concern for themselves at the possiblity
of having to work for someone else. They were equally concerned
that Lancaster be allowed to spend her remaining years before
retirement in the setting that she had worked so hard to shape.
They perceived the proposed change as an insult to Lancaster and
were relieved when central office staff reversed the decision and
allowed Lancaster to remain at Emerson.

84 -
10¢




In much the same way that Lancaster’s concern for the
psychological aspect of climate transiated into actions aimed at
positive relations with students and staff, her concern for
Emerson’s standing led to a variety of communicating activities
that were aimed at maintaining positive relations with the
community served by the school. (Refer to Figure 5 for a
distribution of Lancaster’s communicating activities.) We have
already described a number of these actions: handling parents’
questions and special requests, managing conferences, and
providing tours of campus for prospective students and their
parents. Consequences of these actions have also been
enumerated: PTA fund raising and support of special school
activities, participation of parents and other adults in the rap
program for students, and the large number of applications for
admission to Emerson under the district’s open-enroliment policy.

Lancaster’s involvement with community members was likewise
grounded in her belief that the school should be "service-
oriented." Lancaster did not consider any parent request too
small for her own attention. She was as likely to spend time
talking to a parent about the advisability of a youngster’s
riding his bicycle to school as she would discussing a student’s
grades. Underlying all of her contacts with parents was her
desire to communicate that Emerson provided a safe environment
where children would receive a good education from caring
teachers and administrators.

As we have indicated above, Lancaster’s concept of climate
encompassed both physical and psychological elements. Many of
her routine activities were directed at creating and maintaining
a safe and orderly environment at Emerson. Her concerns went
beyond safety, however, to include the psychological well-being
of her students, ard the principal integrated her attention to
student affect with her supervisory activities. She also acted
to build and maintain positive relations with staff and
community.

Throughout the discussion of climate at Emerson, we have
attempted to il1lustrate how Lancaster’s vision of schools as
service-oriented organizations was translated into a variety cf
actions and decisions aimed at addressing the particular needs of
individuals associated with Emerson. The consequences of these
actions were high levels of satisfaction on the part of students,
teachers, and community members.

While concern for climate was a central theme in Lancaster’s
leadership of Emerson, she also devoted a great deal of attention
to activities that were more directly associated with the
school’s instructional program. In the remainder of this
section, we discuss the patterns and processes that were aimed at
this component of the school organization.

Establishing the Instructional Organization: We have
described Emerson’s instructional organization at length in
previous sections of this case study. Instruction at the school
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was organized around subject matter, and a large variety of
elective courses, unusual for schools in the Waveriy district,
was offered. Within academic departments, instruction was only
loosely coordinated and controlled. Teachers exercised a great
deal of autonomy in their classrooms, and most valued this
arrangement. preferring to make their own decisions about matters
of curriculum and pedagogy.

The reader will also remember the conditions under which
instruction occurred at Emerson: Unanticipated enrollments had
resulted in overcrowded classes; financial deficits had created
staffing problems and shortages of materials; and reorganization
of the central office slowed responses to Lancaster’s requests.

Many of Lancaster’s actions, therefore, were aimed at -etting
and maintaining conditions so that instruction could take place.
These actions clustered around three types of behaviors aimed at
Emerson’s work structure: communicating, scheduling/allocating
resources/organizing, and monitoring. (Refer to Figu.es 5, 6,
and 7 for distributions of actions related to each of these
behaviors.)

Lancaster’s most frequent activity in relation to instruction
was communicating. She was at the center of an ongoing network
in which information about instruction, primarily the logistics
of instructional delivery, was exchanged at Emerson. For
example, she frequently answered questions for parents, staff,
and students about procedures and policies. Questions about
enrollment were frequently directed at her. She spent a good
deal of time orienting new parents and students to Emerson and
answering their questions. Similarly, substitutes and new staff
members depended on her for orientation *~ their assignments.
Other staff members approached her with juestions about the
availability of classvoom aides and instructional materials.

Besides responding to such questions and requests concerning
instruction, Lancaster was also responsible for communicating
between the central office and her staff. Sometimes this meant
distributing information about district procedures or policies to
Emerson’s teachers. At other times, this involved making
inquiries of her staff or collecting information from them that
had been requested by the district.

Most of Lancaster’s communication activities related to the
instructional system at Emerson were brief exchanges of
information aimed at keeping participants up-to-date on current
operat ‘ons, policies, and procedures. Some of these exchanges
were more directly connected to classroom practices than others,
such as reminding teachers to include district goals in their
statements of objectives and to prepare copies of their homework
and grading policies to be sent home. But even these
communications were prompted by the need to meet district
requirements. Apart from her formal evaluations of teachers, an
infrequent activity for Lancaster, the principal’s communications
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about work at Emerson contained almost no references to
curriculum or to.classroom practices.

Lancaster’s routine actions of scheduling, allocating
resources, and organizing relative to instruction at Emerson were
again aimed at setting conditions so that teachers and students
could carry out their work. She assumed responsibility both for
constructing the master schedule of courses ea:h spring and for
modifying that schedule in the fall. We have described in an
earlier section the complications involved in those tasks.
Loordinating space, materials, and staffing for new class
sections was a major activity for Lancaster during the first two
months of the school year. During this same time, she was also
trying to coordinate testing for bilingual students, both within
the school and with central office staff, and attempting to
secure appropriate bilingual classroom aides for her staff.

The pattern of these tasks was directly related to the annual
cycle at Emerson, to the district’s staffing practices (discussed
earlier), and to the unanticipated enrollment that Lancaster
faced when school opened. Despite the concentration of these
actions within only a few months of the year, scheduling,
allocating resources, and organizing aimed at Emerson’s work
structure nevertheless represented a sizable proportion (10%) of
Lancaster’s actions overall.

As with her other activities related to instructional
delivery at Emerson, Lancaster’s monitoring of the work structure
at the school was focused on setting and maintaining conditions
under which teaching and learning could take place. Again, this
focus was Tlargely the result of the conditions under which
Lancaster worked. Checking temporary alternative arrangements
for overcrowded classrooms was a regular activity for her during
the early weeks of the school year.

Throughout the year, the principal also monitored staff
activities: She checked to see that teachers did not dismiss
classes early for lunch; she made sure that an assistant
principal did not keep a parent waiting; she confirmed that all
classrooms were staffed at the start of the day. In one
instance, when a substitute teacher was late in arriving at
Emerson, Lancaster covered the absent teacher’s class for part of
the first period, which enabled her to check the teacher’s lesson
plan and give the teacher some feedback. For the most part,
Lancaster’s informal monitoring of her staff’s teaching occurred
in situations such a. this which brought Lancaster to a classroom

for a brief visit. Only rarely did she drop in on classes s'mply
to visit.

In examining Lancaster’s efforts to influence the
instructional organization at Emerson, we have arqgued that she
focused on setting and maintaining the physical and logistical
conditions for inscruction to take place rather than on
influencing the content of instruction or classroom practices.
To a great extent, this emphasis was determined by a variety of
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constraints over which Lancaster had no control: high
enroliments, overcrowding, staffing practices, and shortages of
instructional materials. Lancaster responded to these contraints
by directing many of her activities at Emerson’s staff and at the
organization of work at the site. There was, however, one other
category of activities that Lancaster brought to bear on
establishing work conditions at Emerson. This was her
communication with the Waverly central office.

In our analysis of principals’ actions, we included the
central office in the target category of "institutional
relations," which covered all other formal organizations with
which the principal interacted. For Lancaster, communication
with such institutions was a common activity, and most of her
interactions in this category were with the various divisions of
the large Waverly district office. (Refer to Figure 5 for
distribution of Lancaster’s communicating activities.)

In general, Lancaster viewed the Waverly district office as
an organization suffering from a lack of Teadership and as the
source of more constraints than opportunities. "In [Waveriy],
you have to be able to survive in your school site by yourself,"
she commented (TI, 9/29/82, p. 3). Having worked in the district
for many years, she was experienced enough to have developed some
strategies for dealing with the central office. As she described
herself, "I'm Toud and noisy and verbal. . . . I will bug people
to try to get what I need for the school." She concluded,
however, that this task was becoming "increasingly difficult"
(T1, 9/29/82, p. 3).

The difficulty that she expressed was confirmed by our
observations of Lancaster’s interactions with the central office.
Over o period of several months, for example, Lancaster attempted
to obtain appropriate bilingual aides for her non-English
speaking students. Beginning in September, she placed numerous
calls to the central office, trying to determine who had the
authority to assign aides to Emerson (FN, 9/20/82, pp. 10-11).

In October, Lancaster spoke with another central office staff
member and mentioned to the observer that three administrators
with whom she had spoken were supposedly helping her get these
aides for her school but that no action had been taken (FN,
10/5/82, p. 18). In a visit to the central office in February,
Lancaster complained one more time to an assistant superintendent
that the situation was still unresolved (FN, 2/24/83, p. 18).

This type of frustration was not unusual. We have described
in an earlier section how Lancaster tried one day to obtain
assistance from the central office regarding repairs for a piece
of audiovisual equipment. District practices with regard to
layoff notices in the spring and staffing decisions in the fall
have also been described. In all of these situations, Lancaster
tried to obtain information and resources only to be thwarted by
district paperwork, schedules, policies, or lines of authority.
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Despite such frustration, Lancaster remained doggedly
determined to move the district’s decision makers to act in her
favor. She made repeated phone calls and left numerous messages;
whenever possible, she tried to establish some personal link with
the person to whom she was speaking to solicit their attention to
her concerns. Lancaster preferred to do business this way, and
she knew that it could be an effective strategy. 1In a large,
urban district such as Waverly, however, changes and
reorganization in district staff made it difficult for her to use
this preferred mode effectively.

Despite Lancaster’s Timited success in dealing with the
district office, her teachers perceived her as a supportive,
helpful, and effective intermediary with the district
bureaucracy. A number of their comments have been cited in
earlier sections, from applauding her efforts to avoid having
certain teachers assigned to Emerson to praising her for getting
electrical work completed for the music students’ spring
production. Emerson’s staff also mentioned ways in which
Lancaster buffered them from district impositions. One teacher,
for example, described how, when the Waverly district had decided
several years before to experiment with a new system of
attendance reporting, Lancaster had convinced the district office
to allow Emerson to be a test case for the old procedures, which
had been working well at the school. A year later, according to
the teacher, the experiment was abandoned, and Emerson’s staff

had been saved the trouble of making the change (TI, 5/7/83, Pp.
14-15).

This teacher and others described Lancaster as politically
astute in her dealings with the Waverly district staff and they
valued her skills as an intermediary who would represent their
interests. Thus, despite Lancaster’s perceptions of the central
office as generally unsupportive, and despite the difficulties
that she encountered in her dealings with this institution, her
staff valued her efforts and perceived her as relatively
effective in this domain. - They saw her actions as ones that
helped them carry out their own work or that saved them from
tasks that might interfere with that work. Once again, as with
Lancaster’s other activities aimed at the work structure, her
interactions with the district office helped set conditions for
instruction to take place at Emerson.

Conclusion

Our analysis of Grace Lancaster’s leadership of Emerson
Junior High School has examined her routine behaviors, connected
these to the various elements of her organization that she
attempted to influence, and discussed the antecedents and
consequences of these actions. Despite the large, romplex
organization with which she was dealing, and regardiess of the
many difficult conditions over which she had 1ittle control,
Lancaster’s leadership of Emerson was guided by a vision of what

a school should be and a number of beliefs about how that vision
should be implemented.
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Lancaster’s view of schools as service-oriented and her
belief in the importance of meeting individual needs shaped both
the structure of Emerson’s regular and extracurricular programs
and the processes that operated as work went on in the
organization. Much of her atitention and activities were aimed at
shaping the climate at Emerson, both as an end in itself and as a
necessary condition for instruction. The activities that she
directed toward the operation of the instructional program were
largely aimed at setting conditions that would enable the work of
the school to be carried forward under difficult circumstances.

Lanca cer used her nonauthoritarian leadership style to
create a safe and pleasant environment for staff and students
which provided them with opportunities and allowed them to make
choices. With great warmth, humor, and care, she attended to the
personal needs of colleagues and students, helping them optimize
the possibilities for a successful and satisfying experience at
tmerson. Many of her colleagues commented that in her years of
leadership at Emerson, she had put her personal stamp on the
school. During the year we spent with Grace Lancaster at
Emerson, we came to appreciate how deeply that stamp had been
impressed and how much it was valued by those who experienced it.
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